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SENATE-Wednesday, September 23, 1987 
September 23, 1987 

<Legislative day of TuesdCfY. September 22, 1987) 

The Senate met at 8:20 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable KENT 
CoNRAn, a Senator from the State of 
North Dakota. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich­
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol­
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Thou wilt shew me the path of life: 

In thy presence is fullness of joy; at thy 
right hand there are pleasures forever 
more.-Psalm 16:11. 

Eternal God, our Gracious Heavenly 
Father, the psalmist captures the 
secret of joy and pleasure. In our 
jaded culture, we run out of pleasures 
so quickly and understand little the 
meaning of joy. In our quest for pleas­
ure-our experiments with all its vari­
eties we have become a fed-up people, 
satiated but unsatisfied. Thank You, 
Faithful Father, for the wisdom of the 
psalmist who understood that fullness 
of joy and inexhaustible pleasure are 
found in our relationship with You. 
Alert us to the deadends to which so 
many of our excursions .for happiness 
lead us. Quicken our hearts and minds · 
to understand the sheer delight avail­
able to those who take God seriously 
and find consummate joy and pleasure 
in Him. We pray this in His name 
whose sole life commitment was to do 
Your will. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. STENNIS]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, September 23, 1987. 
To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of Rule I, Section 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable KENT 
CONRAD, a Senator from the State of North 
Dakota, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

JOHN C. STENNIS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CONRAD thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President protem­
pore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Under the standing order, the 

majority leader is recognized for not 
to exceed 5 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield my 
5 minutes to Mr. PROXMIRE. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The Senator from Wisconsin. 

TWIN DOVES SOAR 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 

until January of this year Robert 
Dove was the head Parliamentarian of 
this body. As Parliamentarian he was 
widely respected for his excellence. 
Bob Dove and his wife enjoy another 
distinction. Their twin daughters have 
both been chosen as national merit 
semifinalists. Both, Mr. President-the 
same year. This is a rare achievement, 
perhaps the only such achievement by 
any family anywhere. Very few 
schools in the Washington area had 
any national merit semifinalists. We 
should all be proud and happy to 
know that the U.S. Senate Page 
School had two. They were Carrie 
Dove and Laura Dove. 

According to the Washington Post 
report of the selection in its Septem­
ber 17 issue, the merit semifinalists 
were picked on the basis of a 100-
minute multiple choice test in English 
and mathematics, given last October 
to about 1 million high school juniors. 
About 15,500 were selected as semifin­
alists. 

So here is congratulations to Mr. 
and Mrs. Bob Dove for the super job 
they have done as parents to two bril­
liant daughters. 

WHY THE FUTURE DEFICIT IS 
UNPREDICTABLE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, re­
cently the New York Times reported 
that the administration is elated over 
the sharp improvement in the budget 
deficit for 1987. Until a short time ago 
the Office of Management and Budget 
had estimated that the 1987 deficit 
would be about $160 billion. Now that 
the fiscal year end of September 30 is 
so near at hand they estimate the defi­
cit will be $155 billion. This contrasts 
with a fiscal year 1986 deficit of $221 
billion. The budget reduction in 1987 
over 1986 is, indeed, impressive, until 
we examine it more closely. The Times 
also reported that Treasury Depart­
ment officials predicted the deficit will 
continue to decline meeting the target 
set by congressional Budget Commit­
tee leaders to achieve a further $23 
billion cut in 1988. 

Mr. President, can we really count 
on this good news? Is Congress begin­
ning to bring the budget under con­
trol? Or is this another cruel illusion 
that sets us up for a bitter disappoint­
ment? If we look at all the facts the 
answer is disturbing. First, how did 
the $66 billion reduction in the deficit 
come about for fiscal year 1987? 
Twenty billion dollars of the savings 
came from tax reform, the big tax bill 
passed in 1986. The bill brought in an 
additional $20 billion in the first tran­
sition year after enactment which 
happened to be fiscal year 1987. Will it 
do the same in 1988? No. In 1988 tax 
reform will add, that is right, add, an 
additional $12 billion to the deficit. 
That will be a swing of $32 billion in 
1988 compared to 1987 because of the 
1986 tax bill. Then there were one­
time outlay savings. These are savings 
that reduced spending in 1987, but will 
not do so henceforth. This amounted 
to $15 billion. These included a 1-day 
delay in the military pay raise that 
threw the entire pay raise into the 
1986 fiscal year and saved billions in 
fiscal year 1987. There was the Medi­
care payment delay that also saved bil­
lions in 1987, but will save nothing in 
1988. And there was the advance in 
the final revenue sharing payments. 
This also saved a little over $1 billion 
in the 1987 fiscal year. 

But won't these or similar "gim­
micks" be available in 1988 as they 
have been in every year since Gramm­
Rudman became law? The answer is 
that the Congress is virtually certain 
to pass a Gramm-Rudman reform bill 
that will prohibit these gimmicks in 
the future. So they will not be avail­
able. Now, Mr. President, this is going 
to make 1988 a much more difficult 
year for bringing the deficit under 
control than 1987. Keep in mind that 
the Gramm-Rudman reform measure 
would also prohibit using the sale of 
assets and other such activities from 
"prettying" up the deficit. Keep in 
mind the fact that the improvement in 
the 1987 budget over fiscal 1986 was 
$66 billion. A surplus in the Social Se­
curity account reduced the deficit by 
another $19 billion. These three items: 
tax reform, one-time outlay saving, 
and the Social Security surplus ac­
counted for $54 billion of deficit reduc­
tion. In 1988 the tax reform change 
and the absence of outlay savings will 
deepen the deficit by $47 billion. But 
the Social Security surplus will swell 
to $38 billion. This will leave a monu­
mental challenge to the Congress to 

e This .. bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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continue to make further reductions 
in the deficit next year. 

Mr. President, no one can predict 
this economy of ours. We cannot possi­
bly tell whether the present recovery, 
the longest peacetime recovery in 
more than 50 years, will roll merrily 
along or not, fallible as is our capabil­
ity of predicting the economy. Our ca­
pacity to stimulate the economy with­
out risking catastrophic inflation is 
even weaker. Worst of all, if Congress 
follows the kind of prudent long-term 
economic policies we should pursue 
and that this Senator strongly favors, 
we will, in the short run, increase the 
likelihood of recession. In the view of 
this Senator we should drastically cut 
spending and if that will not reduce 
the deficit sharply, we should increase 
taxes. But would such a policy not 
slow the economic recovery? It might 
also trigger a recession. The answer I 
admit is yes, indeed, the Federal Re­
serve Board should pursue a conserva­
tive policy of holding down the rate of 
increase in the monetary supply. This 
is critical in the long run if we are 
either to keep inflation under control 
or deal effectively with our huge and 
still growing trade deficit. But in the 
short run such a Federal Reserve 
policy would tend to increase interest 
rates. 

Rising interest rates will slow hous­
ing starts and automobile sales. It will 
impede business borrowing to finance · 
plant and equipment purchases. It will 
tend to reduce stock market invest­
ment and stock prices. All of these ad­
verse effects are in the short run. All 
are unpopular. All of them can easily 
precipitate a recession that could 
become long and deep. Here is why: 
household debt and business debt is at 
an all-time high. Savings as percent­
age of income is at an all-time low. 
What does this mean? This means our 
economy is very vulnerable to a reces­
sion. And a recession would among 
other painful effects certainly torpedo 
any deficit reductions. In fact, a reces­
sion could hand us annual deficits of 
$300 or $400 billion or more, and push 
us into a genuine 1930's style depres­
sion. 

So, Mr. President, in spite of the 
good news in the past few days about 
the deficit outlook, the economic as 
well as the deficit future remains 
cloudy. The best thing that can be said 
for it is that it is unpredictable. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Under the standing order, the 
acting Republican leader is recognized 
for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

U.S. POLICY TOWARD CENTRAL 
AMERICA 

Mr. KARNES. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss my views on the im­
portant problems facing the United 
States in Central America. The first 
vote I cast when I came to the Senate 
earlier this year was to release funds 
for the so-called Contras. Following 
my vote to release the funds, I re­
ceived many letters from interested 
constituents in Nebraska expressing 
concern about our policy toward Cen­
tral America. In response to that over­
whelming expression of concern, I 
pledged to give this issue my special 
attention. And, I want to thank those 
who contacted my office because their 
input has contributed to my further 
understanding of the complex prob­
lems facing the United States in an 
important region of the world. 

As my colleagues may know, I had 
the privilege of accompanying Sena­
tors DOLE, McCAIN, COCHRAN, and 
SYMMS on a trip to Central America 3 
weeks ago. I want to express my spe­
cial appreciation to the minority 
leader for allowing me the opportunity 
to travel to a region that is of vital im­
portance to the interests of the United 
States. I also want to thank my other 
colleagues, who are members of the 
Senate peace observer group, for shar­
ing their perspectives on the problems 
of the region with me during this trip. 
In this regard, I want to pay special 
tribute to Senator McCAIN, who is the 
cochairman of the peace observer 
group. Senator McCAIN demonstrated 
a broad understanding of the chal­
lenges facing the United States in 
Central America and expressed his 
views and concerns to the leaders of 
Central America forcefully and elo­
quently. I am sure that Senator 
McCAIN will continue to handle his 
duties as cochairman of the Senate 
peace observer group with great abili­
ty. 

Mr. President, as I stated earlier, I 
have pledged to give the problems of 
Central America my special attention, 
and my trip to the region was part of 
my efforts to familiarize myself with 
these problems. I rise today to outline 
what I have learned about Central 
America and my views on the appro­
priate policies for the United States to 
pursue in the region. 

Foremost, it is essential that we de­
termine what is at stake for the 
United States in Central America. I 
believe that it has not been made clear 
to the American people that the 
United States has vital interests in 
Central America and that what we 
hope to achieve there is meant to ben­
efit American interests as well as im­
prove the lot of Central Americans. 
Mr. President, just what are U.S. in­
terests in Central America? 

First, nearly 55 percent of the crude 
oil consumed by the United States 
passes through the Gulf of Mexico 

and the Caribbean Sea. A full 45 per­
cent of all U.S. imports and exports 
pass through these same sealanes. 
More important, in the event of war in 
the NATO theater or in the Persian 
Gulf, 60 percent ·of military reinforce­
ments and supplies will be transferred 
through the Gulf of Mexico and the 
Caribbean. These figures make it obvi­
ous that the United States has an 
overwhelming interest in protecting 
these sea lines of communication. Any 
threat to these sea passages must be 
considered a threat to the vital inter­
ests of the United States. 

Second, the establishment of a 
Marxist military presence in Central 
America would constitute a direct mili­
tary threat to the United States. 
Soviet attempts to establish such a 
presence in Cuba in the 1960's created 
a crisis unprecedented in postwar 
United States history. The United 
States has an immediate interest in 
ensuring that such a Soviet military 
presence does not emerge in Central 
America. 

Third, the establishment of a Soviet 
client state in Central America is not 
an end in itself. It must be viewed in 
the context of certain attempts to fur­
ther destabilize and radicalize the 
region. The successful subversion of 
Central America would force the 
United States to reshuffle its strategic 
political and military priorities. Our 
ability to sustain our security commit­
ments in Europe and the Pacific would 
be diminished. The immediate threat 
posed by a radicalized Central America 
would demand that the United States 
retrench to meet this threat. Clearly, 
it is in the national interest of the 
United States to prevent the subver­
sion of Central America. 

Finally, Mr. President, the United 
States has pursued a policy of foster­
ing democracy in Latin America. This 
policy has met with considerable suc­
cess: Costa Rica has had a longstand­
ing democratic tradition; the countries 
of El Salvador, Guatemala, and Hon­
duras are fledging democracies that 
are moving to institutionalize their 
hard-won gains. When I speak of de­
mocracy, I mean fair and honest elec­
tions, the right to freedom of expres­
sion and worship, an open press, due 
process, and protection against human 
rights abuses. Obviously, the fostering 
of democracy in Latin America is of in­
terest to the United States. Democrat­
ic governments will contribute to 
peace, prosperity, and stability­
always the hallmarks of a successful 
U.S. foreign policy. 

In summary, Mr. President, my 
study of the problems of Central 
America lead me to believe that these 
are the primary goals of our long-term 
policy toward the region: First, the 
protection of sea lines of communica­
tion; second, the prevention of the es­
tablishment of a Marxist military 
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threat in Central America; third, fore­
stalling subversion in the region; and 
fourth, the fostering of democracy in 
Latin America. Our efforts should be 
focused on achieving these four goals. 

Our primary focus should be on 
achieving these goals in light of recent 
events in the region. As my colleagues 
are aware, Guatemala, El Salvador, 
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica 
signed a regional peace agreement on 
August 7, 1987, in Guatemala City. 
The agreement calls for the following: 
First, national reconciliation within 
countries that are deeply divided, ac­
companied by a general amnesty; 
second, the establishment of democra­
cy in all the countries of the region; 
third, the establishment of a cease-fire 
and the cessation of assistance to ir­
regular forces; fourth, the nonuse of 
territory for cross-border attacks on 
neighboring countries; and fifth, the 
verification of compliance under the 
national reconciliation process by na­
tional commissions and verification of 
the international decrees by an inter­
national committee. The agreement 
establishes a November 7, 1987, dead­
line for implementation of the provi­
sions on amnesty, cease-fire, democra­
tization, and the discontinuation of as­
sistance to irregular forces. 

Mr. President, I believe that on 
paper the Guatemala City agreement 
is a good one. The problem that occu­
pies my mind concerns compliance. It 
would be a disaster for U.S. policy, and 
a disaster for the region, if this agree­
ment is used by those opposed to de­
mocracy and peace to hide their real 
intentions and gain an upper hand. 
We must insist on compliance with the 
letter and spirit of the Guatemala City 
agreement. To demand less would 
signal a lack of seriousness about the 
value of the agreement and a lack of 
dedication to the causes of peace and 
democracy. Prudence dictates that we 
must discern the most likely sources of 
noncompliance and adopt a policy that 
induces compliance. Also, we must be 
prepared to take effective actions if 
there are violations. 

My trip to Central America and sub­
sequent study of the implications of 
the Guatemala City agreement lead 
me to believe that the agreement is 
most likely to be undermined by two 
parties. These parties are the armed 
leftists of the so-called FMLN in El 
Salvador and the Sandinista govern­
ment of Nicaragua. Each of these two 
parties poses a unique challenge to 
full implementation of the agreement. 

Since the signing of the agreement 
on August 7, there have been reports 
that the FMLN, the organization of 
the leftist guerrillas in El Salvador, is 
opposed to the agreement-making 
evident their prejudice against peace 
and democracy in Central America. 
This opposition comes despite renewed 
efforts by President Duarte to meet 
with the FMLN leadership. As long as 

the guerrillas continue to reject the 
Guatemala City agreement, I believe it 
is incumbent upon the Government of 
the United States, in conjunction with 
other governments of Latin America, 
to prevent the FMLN from shooting 
its way to power. The Government of 
El Salvador is not required by the 
agreement to extend any privilege to 
the armed opposition, if it refuses to 
take advantage of the offer of amnes­
ty and rejects a cease-fire. 

In light of current statements of 
FMLN rejection of the peace plan, it is 
important that the United States reaf­
firm its support for the Government 
of El Salvador. We should continue 
providing El Salvador the required as­
sistance to resist the violent insurgen­
cy and bolster its economy. The 
United States should seek support 
among the countries of Latin America, 
perhaps through the Organization of 
American States, for efforts to con­
demn the actions of the FMLN as long 
as it rejects the peace process. Only 
through this sort of strong action will 
democracy continue to take root in El 
Salvador. The best chance of convinc­
ing the FMLN to pursue their goals 
through democratic means is by 
making it clear to them that they will 
lose what little legitimacy they have 
remaining in the eyes of the interna­
tional community as long as they 
reject the promise of democracy and 
the desire for peace. 

Ultimately, the most troubling prob­
lem surrounding the Guatemala City 
peace agreement concerns that of 
compliance by the Sandinista govern­
ment of Nicaragua. This problem 
dominated the discussions during my 
recent trip to the region. Certainly, 
there exists widespread skepticism 
about whether the Sandinistas will 
comply with the terms of the agree­
ment they signed on August 7-skepti­
cism shared by the leaders of Hondu­
ras and Costa Rica as well as the Nica­
raguan opposition. Our August 31 
meeting with President Ortega did not 
reassure me that the Sandinistas are 
taking the agreement seriously. 
Recent reports that President Ortega 
will be in Moscow celebrating the an­
niversary of the Russian Revolution 
on November 7, the date that democ­
racy and internal reconciliation is to 
be established in Nicaragua under the 
terms of the agreement, raises further 
questions about Sandinista sincerity. 
How the United States is to address 
the question of Sandinista compliance, 
how to secure Sandinista compliance, 
and what to do if the Sandinistas fail 
to comply are questions of immediate 
national and international concern. 

What is meant by compliance? 
Unlike the view I have recently heard 
expressed, it does not mean that Presi­
dent Ortega need do "less than he 
imagines." In the mind of this Sena­
tor, compliance means adherence to 
both the letter and the spirit of the 

entire agreement, and nothing less. 
Specifically, we must work to ensure 
that the Sandinistas offer a legitimate 
amnesty to the democratic resistance 
forces, establish fair terms for a cease­
fire, and fully implement democratic 
reforms in Nicaragua. Also, it is of crit­
ical importance that these require­
ments under the agreement be ful­
filled by the deadline of November 7, 
1987. Compliance should also require 
strict adherence to the timetable in 
the agreement. I believe that if we tol­
erate delays in the implementation of 
the agreement, the Sandinistas will 
begin to violate its other terms at 
their convenience. 

Now let me return to the questions 
of amnesty, cease-fire, and democratic 
reform. What does it mean to make a 
legitimate offer of amnesty to the 
democratic resistance? I believe that 
for the Sandinistas to be in compli­
ance with this provision they must 
allow the members of the democratic 
resistance to reenter Nicaraguan socie­
ty without reprisals, free from preju­
dice, and as members in full standing 
of Nicaraguan society. Activities by 
the Sandinistas that put into question 
the security of former members of the 
democratic resistance must be consid­
ered a violation of the agreement. 

The establishment of fair terms for 
a cease-fire requires tnat the disen­
gagement not put at risk unilaterally 
the members of the democratic resist­
ance. Fairness also requires that the 
terms of the cease-fire not be condu­
cive to future aggression by the Sandi­
nistas. By this I mean that the cease­
fire should not be designed so that the 
Sandinistas can easily use it as a 
means to gain a superior military posi­
tion and then break the cease-fire 
later. 

There can be no peace in Central 
America without genuine democratic 
reform, and there is great skepticism 
about the Sandinistas willingness to 
implement genuine democratic re­
forms. What genuine democratic 
reform comprises is of critical impor­
tance to the agreement. The following 
are some, but not all, of the rights I 
associate with genuine democracy and 
that should be required by the agree­
ment. First, all free and fair elections 
must be established. The right to free­
dom of speech, worship, and dissent 
should be recognized. The rights of a 
free, independent press should be 
granted. Basic human rights should be 
respected. Due process rights should 
not be violated. 

There are two conditions specific to 
Nicaragua that should be required by 
the process of democratization set 
forth in the agreement. The present 
state of emergency in Nicaragua, 
which allows the government to de­
prive its citizens of their civil rights, 
should be discontinued. Second, there 
exists in Nicaragua today a favored re-
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lationship between the governmental 
structure and Sandinista party hierar­
chy. This union of state and party 
serves as the foundation of a single­
party state. I believe the clause in the 
agreement requiring political plural­
ism means that the Sandinista party 
should divorce itself from the govern­
ment structure. This reform, as much 
as any other, will open up the political 
process in Nicaragua. It is a reform 
that should be demanded by the sup­
porters of the Guatemala City agree­
ment. 

Mr. President, given the important 
agenda established by the Guatemala 
City agreement, what is it that the 
United States should do to ensure Nic­
araguan compliance with the agree­
ment's terms? I believe the general 
answer to this question is to work to 
establish a regime of sanctions against 
the Nicaraguan Government, to be ap­
plied if it fails to abide by the agree­
ment. Only by maintaining pressure 
on the Sandinistas is there an even 
chance that required reforms will be 
implemented in Nicaragua. If the San­
dinistas are led to believe that there 
are no penalties associated with viola­
tions or noncompliance, then the op­
portunity for success will be lost. I be­
lieve that an appropriate regime of 
standby sanctions will serve as an in­
surance policy for compliance with the 
agreement. 

Mr. President, it is within the con­
text of insuring compliance with the 
Guatemala City agreement that I have 
decided that I will support future ef­
forts to provide funding for the demo­
cratic resistance in Nicaragua. I be­
lieve these funds will serve notice to 
the Sandinista government that fail­
ure to abide by the terms of the agree­
ment will result in serious penalties. 
However, I must also say that I am in 
certain agreement with those who 
have criticized the administration for 
not pursuing political and diplomatic 
solutions to our problems in Central 
America. In order to be as effective as 
possible, the regime of standby sanc­
tions against the Nicaraguan Govern­
ment should include political and dip­
lomatic provisions as well as the mili­
tary provision. Also, to the extent pos­
sible, this program of sanctions should 
have broad support among the other 
countries of Central America. 

It is in this vein that I urge the ad­
ministration to work closely with the 
governments of Guatemala, El Salva­
dor, Honduras, and Costa Rica to es­
tablish contingency plans for handling 
possible Nicaraguan violations of the 
agreement. Prudence demands that 
such contingency plans be established. 
Possible diplomatic efforts could in­
clude appropriate resolutions adopted 
through the Organization of American 
States, downgrading diplomatic ties, 
and broadening the U.S. economic em­
bargo to include other countries. 
These are just several suggestions and 

I am sure others could be considered. 
But the administration would do well 
to discuss these matters with the lead­
ership of the four countries men­
tioned. The fact is that the specific re­
quirements of the Guatemala City 
agreement could provide an opportuni­
ty for the United States to broaden re­
gional support for its policies in Cen­
tral America. The administration 
should not squander this opportunity. 

Mr. President, the Guatemala City 
peace agreement should serve as a ve­
hicle for achieving U.S. security inter­
ests in Central America. If the agree­
ment is fully implemented, many of 
the problems facing the United States 
in the region will be diminished. If the 
agreement is violated by undemocratic 
forces in the region, then the United 
States should be prepared to establish 
a broad base of support among those 
in the international community who 
are concerned about peace and democ­
racy in Central America, including re­
gional allies, for efforts to condemn 
those violations. Above all, we must 
not be complacent and assume that by 
the mere signing of the agreement 
that peace is at hand in Central Amer­
ica. Mr. President, our goals will be re­
alized only by demonstrating the 
strength of our conviction to foster 
peace, democracy, and freedom in Cen­
tral America. There is no substitute 
for American will, strength, and deter­
mination. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 

Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Hecht 
Kames 

[Quorum No. 241 
Kasten 
Metzenbaum 
Moynihan 
Packwood 
Proxmire 

Shelby 
Wilson 
Wirth 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. A quorum is not present. The 
clerk will call the names of the absent 
Senators. 

The assistant legislative clerk re­
sumed the call of the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be instruct­
ed to request the attendance of absent 
Senators and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the motion of the Senator from West 
Virginia. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BoREN], the Senator from Arizo­
na [Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. ExoN], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the Sena­
tor from Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MEL­
CHER], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
NuNN], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL] and the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] are necessar­
ily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
HuMPHREY] and the Senator from Ver­
mont [Mr. STAFFORD] are necessarily 
absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 80, 
nays 8, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 261 Leg.] 
YEAS-80 

Adams Glenn Mikulski 
Armstrong Graham Mitchell 
Baucus Gramm Moynihan 
Bentsen Grassley Nickles 
Bingaman Harkin Packwood 
Boschwitz Hatch Pressler 
Bradley Hatfield Proxmire 
Breaux Hecht Pryor 
Bumpers Heflin Reid 
Burdick Heinz Riegle 
Byrd Helms Rockefeller 
Chafee Hollings Roth 
Chiles Inouye Rudman 
Cochran Johnston Sanford 
Cohen Kames Sarbanes 
Conrad Kassebaum Sasser 
Cranston Kasten Shelby 
Danforth Kennedy Simpson 
Daschle Kerry Specter 
Dixon Lauten berg Stennis 
Dodd Leahy Symms 
Dole Levin Thw-mond' 
Domenici Lugar Trible 
Durenberger McCain Warner 
Ford McClure Wilson 
Fowler McConnell Wirth 
Garn Metzenbaum 

NAYS-8 
Bond Murkowski Wallop 
D'Amato Quayle Weicker 
Evans Stevens 

NOT VOTING-12 
Biden 
Bm:·en 
DeConcini 
Ex on 

Gore 
Humphrey 
Matsunaga 
Melcher 

Nunn 
Pell 
Simon 
Stafford 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. A quorum is present. 

STATUTORY INCREASE IN THE 
PUBLIC DEBT-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I 

submit a report of the committee of 
conference on House Joint Resolution 
324 and ask for its immediate consider­
ation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The report will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis­

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
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amendments of the Senate to the bill joint 
resolution <H.J. Res. 324> increasing the 
statutory limit on the public debt, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses this report, signed 
by a majority of the conferees. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. Without objection, the Senate 
will proceed to the consideration of 
the conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD 
of September 21, 1987.> 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, as I 
look back over the last 6 years of bal­
looning Federal budget deficits, I 
cannot help be reminded of the char­
acter Linus of the comic strip "Pea­
nuts," when he said: "No problem is so 
big, no problem is so complicated that 
it cannot be run away from." 

That is about what I think we have 
done over the last 6 or 7 years. That is 
the way we have dealt with the Feder­
al budget deficit. But it is time that 
the Federal Government began to live 
within its means. It is time tthat we 
put it on a diet that will get us back to 
a balanced budget. That is the purpose 
of the debt ceiling extension confer­
ence report that I am bringing to the 
floor now. 

The conference report is the fruit of 
many long hours of discussion, of com­
promise, of trying to work out some­
thing that would develop a consen­
sus-that is, among Members of both 
parties and in both the House and the 
Senate. 

I particularly express my apprecia­
tion to the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
CHILES], the chairman of the Budget 
Committee; to Senator PACKWOOD, the 
ranking member on the Finance Com­
mittee, and to my colleague from 
Texas, Senator GRAMM, for their coop­
eration and their help during these 
long hours. 

I believe we have come up with a 
workable agreement, one that meets 
the challenge of shrinking this Feder­
al budget deficit. This is an agreement 
that is going to proceed over a period 
of years to get us back to zero. 

The House voted on this last night 
and carried it by a bipartisan vote. 
There were a majority of Democrats 
and Republicans alike who voted for 
it. The vote was 230 to 176. 

I think we are going to have a tough­
er fight on this side. There are some 
Members who have always voted 
against anything that had any conno­
tation that might result in some tough 
calls insofar as budget cuts and the 
possibility of tax increases are con­
cerned. There are Members who have 
always voted against the Gramm­
Rudman process. 

I do not like the kind of approach in 
this process-an arbitrary, stringent 
sequestration, if we do not face up to 
our responsibility. But I think this is 
the best of the alternatives we have 

left to force that kind of discipline on 
the President and Congress. 

I hear some people say, "Well, what 
you are trying to do is put the Presi­
dent in a box, to force him to make 
those choices." 

Sure. That is right. But we are also 
putting this Congress in that box, 
forcing it to make those tough and 
those hard choices and not walk away 
from them as has happened in the 
past. 

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings proc­
ess did not work before, and it did not 
work before because we put some un­
realistic objectives there-in part, I 
think, for political reasons. 

What we have tried to bring togeth­
er here is something that will work. 
This agreement has tough targets. 
They will not be easily attained. But 
they can be met if we show the cour­
age to reach for them and to develop 
the kind of a consensus we achieved in 
reaching this conference agreement. 

That is what I am looking for here. I 
am looking for Members of the 
Senate, Democrats and Republicans, 
who say, "I can think of reasons why I 
should not vote for this. I really 
wanted a $36 billion cut, and they did 
not achieve that." Or others who 
might say, "I don't want to go that 
far. That cuts too deep." 

I am asking for some of those who 
have never voted for this kind of a 
process to vote for it now. I am asking 
the same of those who think it should 
be higher or think it should be lower. 
This is the compromise, and this is the 
consensus, and this is the best we can 
get. 

If you do not approve this, then you 
are going to be faced with the alterna­
tive following this of voting for a $45 
billion sequester under the present law 
process. 

I personally think that would be ir­
responsible for what it does to defense 
and what it does to some domestic pro­
grains. But that is where you are. 

And then if you fail in all of those, 
you have a situation of foreign govern­
ments looking to see what we do to 
fulfill our responsibility on our own fi­
nancing. 

We say to the Germans, we say to 
the Japanese, "Accelerate your econo­
my, help us on this trade deficit." 

They say to us, "Take care of your 
own problems first; show us that you 
can be responsible on your own budget 
and on your own deficits; face up to 
that before you presume to tell us how 
to run our domestic economy." 

Before we can really have some in­
fluence in that regard, we have to do 
what has to be done at home. 

More than at any time since the 
19th century we are dependent on 
what foreign financiers, what foreign 
central banks decide insofar as our se­
curities, insofar as our interest rates. 
They can jerk our chain. Back in the 
19th century it was the British that 

could do that, owned our securities, 
bought our securities, renewed our se­
curities or decided not to do it. They 
could push us into recession, or they 
could assure us of the funds and the 
capital to keep our economy moving. 
But it became their decision not ours. 
That is where we are drifting now. 
And that is what we have to tum 
around. 

Let me outline some of this confer­
ence report for you. First, it increases 
the debt limit ceiling to $2.8 trillion 
from the temporary ceiling of $2.35 
trillion. Now, that increase will enable 
the Federal Government to conduct 
normal and routine budget financing 
activities until the spring of 1989. 

Let me say to my colleagues in the 
Senate, I did not say 1988; I said 1989. 
We will not have to face this task 
again next year. We will face it again 
in 1989. That is a breathing spell that 
should provide the Congress and the 
administration with ample opportuni­
ty to make serious progress in winding 
down this Federal budget deficit. 

Second, the conference agreement 
establishes a debt reduction plan 
which will avoid those constitutional 
questions that undermined the origi­
nal version of Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings. The major change in this new 
deficit reduction plan is to reassign 
the final sequestering responsibilities 
from the General Accounting Office 
to the Office of Management and 
Budget in the executive branch. That 
takes care of the constitutional ques­
tion. 

Third, the new budget deficit reduc­
tion plan restores an automatic spend­
ing reduction provision. This seques­
tration component guarantees that 
future deficits will decline even if the 
Congress and the President cannot 
reach a compromise on the budget. 

Under sequestration, the spending 
cuts are to be spread broadly across 
the Federal budget, shared evenly by 
defense and nondefense prograins. 

Fourth, the conference report recal­
culates those budget deficit reduction 
targets for fiscal year 1988 and 
beyond. I think those targets, as I said, 
are a more deliberate, more attainable 
set of targets than the earlier ones. 
They will bring about that balanced 
budget by 1993, and I think that is a 
realistic progression of reductions in 
deficits. I think it does something else, 
too. It does not tilt it too far. It mini­
mizes the possibility of bringing on a 
recession by excessively tough fiscal 
restraints. 

Because fiscal year 1988 is almost 
upon us, the actual deficit reduction 
target for fiscal year 1988 is $23 bil­
lion. 

One of the things you have to look 
at is the job that my friend, Senator 
PAcKwooD, and I face on the Finance 
Committee. Part of this task is going 
to be revenues, we assume. The reve-
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nue part might be somewhere between 
$10 and $15 billion. But you have to 
recall that part of that year is already 
going to be gone when we start raising 
the revenues for 1988. And that means 
you have to have a heavier impact in 
the remaining three quarters of a year 
than you would have needed if you 
had a full 12 months to achieve the 
revenue part of the $23 billion figure. 

Some have stated that we should 
have stayed with $36 billion. That is 
where we were in the budget resolu­
tion. This is a tougher $23 billion. It is 
a harder $23 billion than at least part 
of that $36 billion was because this 
agreement does not allow us to count 
the REA adjustment that totals 
almost $6 billion. You do not have any 
asset sales in there. It will not be an 
easy $23 billion to obtain. 

In fiscal year 1989 the deficit reduc­
tion target is $36 billion unless a small­
er reduction would reduce the actual 
deficit to $136 billion. 

Now, beginning in fiscal year 1989 as 
well you will have a $10 billion toler­
ance from the deficit target. That is 
comparable to what was permitted 
under the old plan. 

After 1989 those deficits must de­
cline on this kind of a schedule. Re­
member, there is the $10 billion deficit 
tolerance in each of these years. 

For fiscal year 1990 the deficit 
target would be $100 billion; in 1991, 
$64 billion; in 1992, $28 billion; and 
1993 zero, with no tolerance in this 
final year. 

Now, the purpose of the deficit re­
duction plan: What will it accomplish? 
The most important message in this 
conference report is that the Congress 
is serious about cutting the deficit. It 
removes the cloud from the budget 
process. It unequivocally sends the 
alert that Congress intends to rein in 
the budget deficits. 

Moreover, passage of the conference 
report ensures that the deficit will fall 
by $23 billion this year, either through 
the normal budget process or through 
sequestration. One reason it is not 
going to be an easy target to attain is 
because this budget report does not 
bridge the vast gulf within the Con­
gress, or between the Congress and 
the White House, on how to cut this 
deficit. 

That is the issue that is going to be 
thrashed out in the weeks ahead as we 
proceed through the fiscal year appro­
priation process and reconciliation. 
And I am not going to make any pre­
dictions on how that one is going to 
turn out, but I do know that a lower 
deficit is going to be the result. That is 
going to be a major victory in a war 
that the Congress, and especially the 
White House, have seemed more will­
ing to lose than to win in recent years. 

Since 1981, the Federal budget defi­
cit has doubled and then nearly redou­
bled to a peak of $221 billion last year. 
Much of that time we have seen the 

Congress more willing to make the 
hard choices than the White House. 
More often than not, in contrast, the 
White House attacked the budget defi­
cit with rhetoric rather than making 
the hard choices involving revenues 
and spending. 

The White House talked loudly 
about balanced budget amendments, 
pledged adherence to fiscal responsib­
lity, and had the gall to talk about a 
constitutional amendment for a bal­
anced budget. Yet in seven budgets, 
stretching back to 1981, the President 
has never produced a balanced budget 
for Congress to consider. The latest 
budget sent by the White House was 
so full of phony numbers, disguised 
behind smoke and mirrors, it arrived 
DOA-dead on arrival. And not just 
because of the Democrats. I did not 
hear any Senator speak in defense of 
that budget. In fact, a majority of the 
Republicans in the House and the 
Senate voted against it. 

In this bicentennial year of the Con­
stitution, the President could well take 
to heart some sage advice by Benjamin 
Franklin who said, "Before you con­
sult your fancy, consult your purse." 

Since 1981, the administration's ap­
petite for spending has far exceeded 
its willingness to produce the revenues 
to pay the bill. The White House 
seemed convinced that a free lunch 
really existed. Simply put, the admin­
istration has acted as though the defi­
cit is just not as important as some 
other things. 

Now Congress should share the 
blame for acquiescing to that kind of a 
permissive attitude and the deficits 
that have resulted. Deficit reduction 
has been a second priority-a problem 
to be left to the next President, a 
problem to be left to the next Con­
gress. 

What did we do? We had a situation 
where you cut your income by 25 per­
cent. Then you turned around and in­
creased defense spending by 50 per­
cent. And I should not say "you"-it is 
"we." I voted for that cut in taxes, 25 
percent of it. I voted for practically all 
of those defense spending increases. 

But it did not take long to under­
stand we had gone too far; that there 
just was not enough meat left on the 
bones in between to balance that 
budget; that you cannot increase your 
spending that much on defense and 
cut your income that much and expect 
to have enough left in between to even 
it out. It just was not there. 

So, by the time we had a vote on the 
third cut, insofar as the 25 percent cut 
in revenue, I voted the other way. But 
those of us who felt we had gone too 
far have not been able to prevail up to 
this point. 

And, I have reached the conclusion 
that the time. has come where we must 
level out our defense spending. Obvi­
ously we must maintain a strong na­
tional defense. But we must also recog-

nize that there are two threats which 
could cause us to lose this great coun­
try of ours. One is to put ourselves in a 
posture where we would face a mili­
tary defeat. The other is to allow our 
national economy to become bankrupt. 
These are competing priorities. They 
are difficult to reconcile. But we must 
do so. We must walk that tightrope. 

Well, this conference report will 
help us balance our priorities. Deficit 
reduction is going to be a priority now 
for this Congress and this President. 
The President should sharpen his 
pencil. Those hard choices that have 
been sidestepped in budget after 
budget for the last 7 years are now 
going to have to be confronted. A 
spirit of compromise is going to have 
to replace confrontation. And the Con­
gress and the White House will have 
to work together to- avoid triggering 
the automatic sequestration proce­
dure. 

I have said that I do not like the se­
questration approach. I think it is a 
meat ax instead of a scalpel. But this 
patient of ours is in serious trouble 
and apparently only the drastic medi­
cine of that automatic sequestration 
will work and force the discipline on 
both sides. 

Congress has turned to automatic se­
questration because the spirit of com­
promise, the glue holding our demo­
cratic government together, has 
become brittle. Separation of powers 
to constrain the executive authority 
was a key principle of the Founding 
Fathers. But separation of power be­
tween Congress and the President can 
only work when you have an under­
current of compromise that exists to 
resolve difference in opinions. 

As Edmund Burke once said, "all 
government-indeed, every human 
benefit and enjoyment, every virtue 
and every prudent act-is founded on 
compromise and barter." 

Compromise has been a scarce com­
modity around here during budget de­
bates in Washington since 1981, and 
the deficits stand as mute witness to 
that effect. But a spirit of compro­
mise, I believe, will be rekindled by en­
actment of the conference report. And 
I am convinced that a lower deficit is 
going to be the result. 

I said moments ago that this confer­
ence report sends a signal that Con­
gress is really serious about reducing 
the deficits. That message is long over­
due, and I believe it is important to 
send it now. 

Wall Street and those financial mar­
kets around the world are watching 
our efforts to craft this new budget 
policy. There is a great deal of cyni­
cism out there about whether or not 
we will be able to accomplish it. The 
stakes are high because the health of 
our economy is so much today deter­
mined by foreign investors, and they 
are worried about these twin deficits 
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of ours. They have heard the steady 
drumbeat from the administration 
that the trade deficit is going to im­
prove. Yet in June and again in July 
record monthly trade deficits were set. 
We are headed for another annual 
trade deficit record of $169 billion at 
the current pace, with no turnaround 
in sight. 

Export growth in the firs~ 3 months 
of this year has fizzled out. We are as 
likely to see higher trade deficits as 
lower ones in the months ahead. Our 
biggest imports since 1981 have been 
foreign capital. Tens of billions of dol­
lars in foreign capital is now held in T­
bills and Treasury notes, funding our 
budget deficit. 

Those foreign investors like our in­
terest rates, but they fear equity ero­
sion from a falling dollar. The trade 
numbers have them running scared. 
They are holding their breath antici­
pating another round of dollar devalu­
ation anticipating inflation because of 
the sorry trade statistics we are facing. 

Indeed, only massive intervention 
into the foreign money markets by 
Japan's Central Bank, the Federal Re­
serve here, the Bundesbank of Germa­
ny, has delayed that kind of a day of 
reckoning. 

Even with all that, the foreign inves­
tors grew nervous in August. They 
dumped the dollar. Long-term interest 
rates reacted immediately here, rising 
over one-half point. Mortgage rates 
jumped above 11 percent and the Fed­
eral Reserve rushed out to boost the 
discount rate from 5.5 to 6 percent, 
and that is the first increase in · 2 
years. 

The FED was forced to sweeten the 
pot for foreign investors, and to reas­
sure them of its determination to hold 
the line on the dollar and inflation. 

Even so, foreign investors stiffed the 
FED. They kept their money at home. 
And interest rates here have not fallen 
back to July's level. All interest rates 
are well above a year ago. And the 
prime rate is up one and one-quarter 
percent-125 basis point-to 8.75 per­
cent now. 

Never in our history has domestic 
monetary policy been so captive to the 
whim of foreign investors. Back in the 
time of the 19th century, when the 
British had such a hold on our eco­
nomic policies, it took a long time to 
transfer money. Now, with your elec­
tronic transfers you have billions and 
billions of dollars that move overnight. 

Foreign investors determine if inter­
est rates here rise or fall. They deter­
mine if the dollar and inflation will 
rise or fall. And they determine if the 
recovery will continue, or stumble and 
slide into a recession. 

Moreover, foreign investors will con­
tinue to dictate the course of our econ­
omy-and interest rates in particular­
until the immense budget and trade 
deficits are reduced. 

Passage of the conference report and 
the lower deficits to follow will reduce 
reliance on foreign capital. But it will 
provide vivid support for our efforts to 
shrink the trade deficit, as well. For 
example, we could see some improve­
ment in our stagnant exports if Japan 
and West Germany grew faster. We 
can make that point to them with a 
great deal more support and credibil­
ity if we responded responsibly on our 
own deficit. But they have refused, 
pointing fingers at our budget deficit 
instead. It's time we did something to 
back up our own demands. 

So, the conference report involves 
higher stakes than just the budget 
deficit. It bears on the trade deficit, 
and has dramatic implications for the 
future course of interest rates and our 
economy, as well. 

This administration may well be re­
membered by historians for its twin 
deficits of budget and trade. It has 
taken years of neglect for them to 
grow so enormous. And it will take 
years of careful economic policy to 
ease them down without tipping over 
the economy. 

So what we'll do by enacting the 
conference report is send a clear mes­
sage-to the White House as well as to 
financial markets-that we mean busi­
ness. The deficits are going to shrink. 
And that means this year, by this Con­
gress and by this President. Not next 
year, not the next Congress and not 
the next President. We are going to 
face up to it now. 

It is time, Mr. President, that we dis­
play our serious intent to reduce the 
deficit. And the conference report is 
the first step we should take to do 
that. 

Mr. President, I wish to recognize 
staff members from the Finance Com­
mittee, the Senate Budget Committee 
and the Congressional Research Serv­
ice who worked many long and tiring 
hours-sometimes through the night­
to expedite Members• efforts to craft 
this committee report, who under­
stood that time is of the essence and 
worked right through the weekend. I 
want to especially note the great 
effort of Mr. Joe Humphreys of the 
Finance Committee staff, who spent 
some very sleepless nights in helping 
us put this together, along with the 
staff director, Bill Wilkins, for making 
major contributions to this confer­
ence. 

I would also like to list those who 
really were most helpful from the 
Senate Budget Committee: Mr. Rick 
Brandon, Mr. Alan Cohen, Mr. Bill 
Dauster, and Mr. Jeff Colman. 

From the Congressional Research 
Service: Mr. Robert Keith and Mr. 
Sandy Davis. 

I know that on the minority side we 
have others who worked just as dili­
gently and just as hard and will be rec­
ognized as such. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup­
port the conference report. 

I yield to my distinguished col­
league, the ranking member on the Fi­
nance Committee, the Senator from 
Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SHELBY). The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Thank you. Con­
gratulations to the chairman of the Fi­
nance Committee. I am not sure I be­
lieved 1 month ago, 2 months ago, 3 
months ago we would have achieved 
this and he has, and in a very biparti­
san manner. 

The Democrats split; the Republi­
cans pretty much split. This is not a 
Republican/Democrat issue, and I do 
not think it is going to be a House/ 
Senate battle. 

Interestingly, it. may or may not be a 
battle with the White House. I do not 
know what they are going to do on 
this yet. It is ironic, I think, if the 
White House were to consider vetoing 
this because, indeed, it does move us 
toward a goal the President has talked 
about for a long time: The balanced 
budget. 

This is statutory. It is not as good as 
a constitutional amendment. It does 
not guarantee it as strongly as a con­
stitutional amendment would, but is it 
better than what we have been doing? 
Clearly, it is better than what we have 
been doing. 

There are some who are fearful of 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings process 
because they think defense could 
suffer. But to those, Mr. President, I 
would say: It is no different than if we 
had a constitutional amendment to 
balance the budget. You would have to 
make the same decisions. You are 
going to raise taxes? You are going to 
cut defense? Going to cut social spend­
ing? Do some amalgam of them to put 
them together? But those are the 
same kinds of decisions you have to 
make with a constitutional amend­
ment. I find that those who have some 
misgivings about what we have fash­
ioned because they fear for defense 
are by and large supporters of a con­
stitutional amendment to balance the 
budget. So I am not quite sure I see 
the difference in the bind that defense 
is in. 

Second, and I have used these fig­
ures several times, the House and the 
Senate and the President, in a budget 
in excess of a trillion dollars, are not 
that far apart in defense. The Presi­
dent's initial budget figure for outlay, 
spending, cash out next year, was $299 
billion. The Senate was about $290 bil­
lion, the House was about $283 billion. 
So you had a difference from the low 
side in the House of $283 billion to a 
difference of $299 billion that the 
President wanted, about $16 billion in 
a budget in excess of a trillion. 

Those who wanted $299 billion 
fought that battle. That battle was 
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lost. That battle was lost before we 
ever got to this bill and that battle will 
be fought again and continued again 
because it does not ever seem to end. 
Unfortunately for the administration, 
and I do not say this with malice, but 
unfortunately for the administration, 
they have not succeeded in selling to 
the American public the size of the de­
fense budget they want. 

At the time the administration came 
in in 1981, we had had a number of 
years of President Carter and there 
was a feeling we should spend more on 
defense and we did. That time may 
come again. 

This country will spend, Mr. Presi­
dent, when they have to spend for de­
fense; when they are convinced of the 
merits. If you look at what we were 
spending in 1944 and 1945, we were 
spending 40 percent of the gross na­
tional product on defense. 

Translated into today's terms, that 
would be a defense budget of about 
$1.6 trillion and we were borrowing 
half of all of our budget. We were bor­
rowing, in today's terms, the equiva­
lent, then, World War II, of about 
$800 billion to $900 billion a year. 

So, if the public is convinced that we 
must spend for defense, they will 
spend. If they are convinced of the 
merits of the Persian Gulf doctrine, 
President Carter's doctrine, we will use 
military force if necessary to defend 
our vital interests in the Persian Gulf, 
the Carter doctrine. President Reagan 
picked it up and ratified it. If they are 
convinced the doctrine requires spend­
ing enough money for two more air­
craft carriers, they will do it. I do not 
think we should argue the merits of 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings on the basis 
of whether or not it is going to result 
in some impingement on defense 
spending. 

If those who want higher defense 
spending can make their case, Con­
gress and the public will support it. I 
think we ought to argue it on the 
basis, Mr. President, that the major 
problem we face, the biggest problem 
we face right now is both the annual 
and accumulating deficit. In the career 
of both Senator BENTSEN and myself, I 
think it was after the Senator came to 
the Senate, but not long after, that we 
had the debate as to whether or not 
we would delegate to the President the 
authority to cut the budget anyplace 
he wanted if the total deficit, total ac­
cumulated deficit went above $250 bil­
lion. That passed the House of Repre­
sentatives. It came here and was de­
feated by a very close margin. 

Then we were not talking about ac­
counts or we were not talking about 
cutting across the board. We said he 
can cut it anyplace he wants to cut it 
because $250 billion is such an exces­
sive amount of a deficit that the coun­
try would strangle itself and go bank­
rupt. 

Now, 15, 16, 17 years later we are not 
talking about $250 billion; we are talk­
ing about in excess of ten times that 
amount. 

So, I think you can make a very good 
case for Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. I 
know there are economists in this 
country, some of them have Noble 
prizes; there are candidates running 
for President; that will tell you the 
deficit, within reason, does not matter. 
So long as we can afford to carry it, it 
is all right. They will sort of use the 
analogy that if you are making 
$50,000, you can afford a $100,000 
house and if you are making $500,000 
you can afford a million dollar house 
and as long as you can make the inter­
est payments on it you can keep ex­
panding that and refinance the house 
and never really have to pay it off. 

That is true so long as your bank or 
your savings and loan is willing to loan 
you the money. But at some stage 
even the bank or the savings and loan 
takes a look at what you have in the 
way of assets, thinks you are overex­
tended, and finally either will not loan 
you the money or say: No, we are not 
going to do it at 10 percent interest 
but we will do it at 22 percent interest, 
23 percent interest. 

We see that every year on interest 
on the national debt. When people 
think we are serious about trying to 
get the budget down, the interest rates 
go down. When they think we are not 
serious, the interest rates go up. 

And perhaps the biggest variable 
item that we face in the budget is not 
Social Security, not the defense 
budget, but it is the total amount of 
interest that we pay on the debt. Why 
is that? 

Let us just assume for purposes of 
discussion that the accumulated debt, 
what we have run up in the past, not 
what we are running up each year, 
rounded off, we will say, is $2 trillion, 
and much of that debt is carried in rel­
atively short-term Treasury notes. We 
roll it over with some regularity. So if 
in any given year the interest, Mr. 
President, on the debt, is an average of 
10 percent that is $200 billion a year. 
If, by chance, the interest for that 
year goes up to 15 percent on the aver­
age, that is $300 billion a year in inter­
est. That is a bigger increase by far 
than anyone talks about for the de­
fense budget or for increases in Social 
Security or Medicare or Medicaid or 
education or highways probably put 
together. 

No, Mr. President, the biggest prob­
lem we face now-I am not going to 
argue what the biggest problem we 
faced in World War II was, probably 
the Nazis and Japanese-the biggest 
problem we face now is the annual 
deficit we faced each year and the ac­
cumulation of those annual deficits as 
the total accumulation creeps up and 
up and up until one day it will bank­
rupt this country. We cannot go on 

borrowing $140 billion, $150 billion, 
$160 billion, $170 billion each year in 
the red, running the deficit up to $3.1 
billion $3.2 billion $3.3 billion, $3.4 bil­
lion, or $3.5 billion, and so on, without 
some day paying the piper. 

Mr. President, this country has lived 
too long on borrowed money, borrowed 
time. The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
statutory fix-not the constitutional; 
the statutory fix-is the best we can 
do right now. There is no point in fool­
ing ourselves. There are not the votes 
for a constitutional amendment to bal­
ance the budget, not in the Senate, let 
alone the House. I do not know wheth­
er or not the States would ratify it if 
we sent to them. It is fine to talk 
about that in theory. Hopefully, we do 
have the votes to pass Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings and the very best 
hope that the President will sign it. 

\Ve will leave for another day, and, 
Mr. President, it is another day, not 
another month or another year, the 
debate over the size of the defense 
budget. 

But I will say again what I just said 
a few moments ago, if the President 
can convince the public, the public will 
convince the Congress. If the Presi­
dent can convince the public that 
there is a necessity for a $299 billion 
military budget next year or $309 bil­
lion or $319 billion military budget, 
then we will find the money to pay for 
it somehow. 

Because Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
does not automatically say that you 
have to meet the totals in annual re­
ductions in the size of the deficit, so 
we might cut it by increasing taxes. 
Next year we have to save $23 billion 
over the deficit this year. That can be 
$23 billion in tax increases and in 
spending cuts; it can be $10 billion in 
tax increases and $13 billion in spend­
ing cuts, or any combination thereof. 
And if, in figuring how to reduce that 
$23 billion deficit, we also decide that 
we have to spend $10 billion more on 
the military, we would have to raise 
the taxes $10 billion more than we 
otherwise would raise them to pay for 
it. 

That is not expecting too much of 
us, and the public would support that 
if they believed in the expenditure we 
need. 

For those who would argue today in 
opposition to Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings because they say it will be hard 
on defense, I would pose two ques­
tions: 

One, how does it differ from a con­
stitutional amendment which would 
compel you to balance the budget or 
you could be sued in court? 

Two, in terms of the battle on de­
fense spending, how does it differ 
whether or not we pass Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings? 

What Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
does is guarantee a statutory reduc-



24966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 23, 1987 
tion in the deficit. That is guaranteed. 
I think what that reduction means is a 
reduction in interest rates over the 
next 2 years of 1 to 2 percent lower 
than interest rates would otherwise be 
but for Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 

I want to emphasize what I said. Not 
1 to 2 percent lower than where we are 
today, but 1 to 2 percent lower than 
where we might otherwise be but for 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 

If interest rates today are 10 percent 
and stay there, the interest rates will 
be 8 or 9 percent. If the interest rates 
today are 10 percent but might go to 
13 percent, with Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings they might be 11 or 12 percent. It 
is beneficial in any event. 

So I would hope, Mr. President, that 
the Senate will join Senator BENTSEN 
and myself in a bipartisan coalition, 
Republican and Democrat, liberal and 
conservative, and support this effort. 
It is our last, best; and, Mr. President, 
only hope for this Congress and per­
haps for the next one. 

If we choose to do nothing or if the 
President were to veto this and there 
were not the votes to override the 
veto, then I think we are looking not 
at deficits of $144 billion or $128 bil­
lion; I think we are looking at deficits 
in the next year of $190 billion or $200 
billion. After that, $230 billion or $240 
billion. Not down, but up. 

For those few who honestly think 
those deficits make no difference, I 
suppose they can vote against this in 
good conscience. There is no longer 
any point in asking to have a hearing 
in one of the conferences, and asking 
them. Some will say fine, some not so 
fine; some will say maybe if it goes 
this way or if it goes that way. 

We are finally going to have a vote 
on what we intuitively think is right 
for the country. My intuition tells me, 
my gut tells me, that we cannot go on 
the way we are going. 

So I support this not reluctantly. I 
support this with enthusiasm and 
wholeheartedly. I would urge my 
fellow Senators to do the same. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. CHILES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Florida. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, in a lot 

of ways, this is a remarkable day. Last 
August, just before the Congress re­
cessed, conferees were within an eye­
lash of working out an agreement on 
the debt limit bill, but that was more 
than a month ago and I think all of us 
were a little worried that we might not 
be able to keep those fires burning 
this long. But I think it is singularly 
fortunately that we did. We came back 
here to get down to work and now I 
think we are bringing to the Senate a 
solid agreement. We have not only 
agreed on a way to make sure that the 
checks are good; we have found a way 
to make good on our promises to re-

store discipline in the budget process 
and cut the Federal deficit. 

I think it is a tribute to every body 
involved that the determination car­
ried on across the summer and that we 
are able to meet our responsibilities. 

Here is what we have done: 
We have achieved each of the main 

goals that we set out in the beginning. 
We restored the discipline in the 
budget process by putting the auto­
matic sequester back in the law. That 
is crucial to our plans for cutting the 
Federal deficit. 

Everybody knows what an automatic 
sequester would mean. It would mean 
sharp cuts in national defense and in 
key domestic programs, if we could not 
find a way to get the deficit down to a 
level for each year. And it would mean 
Congress and the President did not 
have what it takes to govern as we are 
expected to. 

So automatic sequester is back in 
the law, not because we plan to use it 
but because it will help make sure that 
we get our job done. 

We have also revised the deficit tar­
gets. The targets in the original 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law were 
never realistic from the word go. Ev­
erybody knew that. Everybody knew 
the targets were too low compared to 
the actual size of the deficit. So 
whether it was the Republicans who 
missed the targets or the Democrats, 
and both of us missed, it became a po­
litical field day for the other party. 
The new targets are demanding but 
they are doable. It is tremendously im­
portant that we have those on the 
basis of which everybody knows they 
are doable. 

There is something else in this con­
ference report that's a matter of con­
cern to just about everybody, and that 
is the question of who determines the 
size of the sequester and how it is 
done. 

Generally speaking, the Office of 
Management and Budget will make 
the call. That is not what I would 
perfer. I admit that. OMB has tradi­
tionally underestimated the size of the 
deficit. OMB is an arm of the execu­
tive branch. It's the President's own 
budget office, and there are always 
questions about how far the agency 
will go to make the President's case. 

But under the terms of the agree­
ment, the Office of Management and 
Budget will be tightly circumscribed. 
It will have to use the concepts the 
Congressional Budget Office uses and 
operate within specified technical 
limits. 

Mr. President, those are several of 
the notable pieces of this agreement. 

Now, I would like to take just a few 
minutes more to focus on some of 
these elements in a little greater 
detail. 

REVISED TARGETS 

We have revised the deficit targets 
under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 

To give an example, the original law 
put the fiscal 1988 target at $108 bil­
lion. Unfortunately, that figure was 
based on a considerable under esti­
mate of the baseline deficit. None of 
the budget proposals offered this 
year-not the one approved by the 
Senate or the House, and not the one 
offered by the President-met the 
$108 billion figure. There was no real­
istic way to do it. 

The conference report now before 
the Senate sets the fiscal 1988 deficit 
target at $144 billion. For fiscal 1989, 
the target is $136 billion. The "zero­
deficit-target" is scheduled to be 
reached in 1993. 

In 1988, the agreement requires $23 
billion in deficit reduction. In 1989 it 
means deficit reduction of $36 billion, 
and in each year after that until we 
reach zero. 

Mr. President, those are actual re­
ductions. They are not shadows. The 
agreement includes restrictions 
against the use of asset sales or loan 
prepayments to "Jimmy" the figures. 
We have outlawed the slipping of pay­
ment dates to achieve deficit reduc­
tion. I should point out that the DOD 
bill in the House already has $6 billion 
of slippage in contract payments. The 
President's budget contains a great 
deal of money in asset sales. So these 
are serious issues. We want real 
progress on the deficit, and we believe 
these changes are necessary. 

Now, let me briefly talk about the 
makeup of the deficit reduction fig­
ures. A lot of us are understandably 
concerned about how much of that $23 
billion in savings for 1988 involves new 
revenues. The Congressional Budget 
Office says that $23 billion dollars in 
this Gramm-Rudman-Hollings pack­
age is as tough as $33 billion would 
have been in the budget resolution. 

The way it stands, we either come up 
with a fair blend of spending cuts and 
deficit reduction revenues, or there 
will be $23 in spending cuts. I think it 
would be pretty hard to build a con­
sensus around spending cuts alone as a 
means of reducing the deficit in light 
of the sizable spending cuts already 
enacted over the past several years. 

Nevertheless, the conference agree­
ment does not set a revenue number. 
My best guess is that based on the 
spending levels in the budget-resolu­
tion-which assumes high-tier defense, 
increases in key domestic programs 
and the cuts we prescribed-we will 
need something on the order of $10 to 
$15 billion in additional revenues to 
meet the $23 billion deficit reduction 
target. Whatever the final composi­
tion of the savings, it is something left 
to the committees to work out. 

AUTOMATIC SEQUESTER 

Mr. President, along with the revised 
targets in the agreement, we have re­
stored the automatic sequester provi­
sion in the original Gramm-Rudman-
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Hollings law. It is not in there piece­
meal or part time. Automatic seques­
ter is a feature of this legislation for 
the full 5 years of the deficit reduction 
plan. It is the penalty provision we 
hope we never have to use. 

But if the time eve1· comes when it 
is, the agreement lays out precise 
timetables and guidelines for its use. 

In 1988, the sequester would be $23 
billion if we cannot agree on the ac­
tual savings necessary to reach the 
revised deficit target. Otherwise, a se­
quester for 1988 would add up to $23 
billion minus whatever savings we are 
able to agre£; on. However, the maxi­
mum sequester amount would be $23 
billion. It could not go over that 
amount. 

For 1989, the maximum sequester 
amount would be $36 billion. So, for 
1988 and 1989, the sequester amount is 
limited to a specific dollar amount. 
But those restrictions do not apply in 
the years after 1989. In those years, 
the size of a sequester would be the 
amount by which we might f8,ll short 
of the deficit target. 

The agreement provides that a Pres­
idential sequester order would be trig­
gered automatically by a report from 
the Director of the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget. Unlike the Senate's 
proposal and unlike the original ver­
sion of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, the 
General Accounting Office will have 
no role in the sequester process. 

We arrived at this procedure only 
after restricting the discretion of 
OMB. The agency would have to give 
careful consideration to the earlier re­
ports submitted by the Congressional 
Budget Office. OMB would have to 
identify and explain any differences 
between its estimates and those pro­
vided by the Director of the Congres­
sional Budget Office. 

OMB would have to lay out the total 
amount of outlay or spending reduc­
tions, and the amount of funds to be 
cut in both defense and domestic. Key 
variables like spending outlay rates 
are restricted in the law so that OMB 
cannot use sequester to impose Presi­
dential spending priorities at the pro­
gram level. All programs would be re­
duced equally. At the overall level the 
50-50 savings split between defense 
and domestic is maintained. 

We have also provided a backup 
mechanism. It is designed so that if 
OMB is wide of the mark-either by 
accident or design-Congress can move 
to increase or reduce the size of the se­
quester in an expeditious manner. 
Throughout the conference agree­
ment, OMB's conduct and technical 
role is carefully governed by guidelines 
to assure reliability, consistency, and 
accuracy. The power of sequester is 
enormous. We have bent over back­
ward to make sure that while OMB 
issues the order, Congress does not 
surrender its vital and primary over-

sight role in seeing to it that the 
power is closely monitored. 

SEQUESTER TIMETABLE 

Let me turn, now, to some key dates 
in the sequester process. 

For the years 1989 through 1993, the 
President must submit his midsession 
review budget report to the Congress 
by July 15. That report sets the eco­
nomic and technical assumptions to be 
used in a sequester. 

On August 15, the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget and the Congression­
al Budget Office-using the same tech­
nical and economic assumptions in­
cluded in the President's July 15 
report-issues its snapshot. Five days 
later, CBO sends its initial report to 
Congress and OMB, and 5 days after 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget issues its report at which time 
the President issues his initial seques­
ter order. 

It is important to bear in mind that 
each of these reports are constructed 
using identical economic assumptions. 

Fifteen days after that first order, 
the President must file a detailed 
report explaining the details of the 
first sequester order. The initial se­
quester order-if one is necessary-be­
comes effective on October 1. 

On October 10 and 15, the Congres­
sional Budget Office and the Office of 
Management and Budget issue revised 
reports on the sequester, and the final 
sequester takes effect on October 15. 

The time between October 20 and 
November 20 is a key period in this 
process. By October 20 we must deal 
with reconciliation so we will know 
how much still needs to be done to 
meet the deficit target. November 20 is 
the end date. So in that time the 
President and the Congress can sit 
down to serious bargaining to get the 
job done. 

All this adds up to a very rigid and 
definite timetable. But the conferees 
made allowances for disagreement or 
error. We included an expedited proce­
dure that allows Congress to approve a 
joint resolution that would require the 
President to modify the final seques­
ter order. The majority leader of 
either House can introduce such a 
measure within 10 days of the final se­
quester report issued by the Office of 
Management and Budget. The joint 
resolution would not be referred to the 
committee and could be amended by 
either House. This procedure gives 
Congress the authority to move force­
fully on the shape of sequester. 

"HOLD HARMLESS" PROVISIONS ON SEQUESTER 

There has been a lot of discussion 
about what happens if you are operat­
ing under a short-term continuing res­
olution when the sequester report 
comes down. That seems to be the 
likely scenario for this year. There is a 
concern that under a sequester, de­
fense spending might be vulnerable to 
a kind of double jeopardy. Since the 
current level of defense spending 

likely under a continuing resolution is 
near the low tier in the budget resolu­
tion, there is concern that the · Presi­
dent might be faced with a choice be­
tween settling for the low-tier or face 
a sequester that cuts defense even fur­
ther. 

To head off that situation, we have 
built in a kind of "hold harmless" pro­
vision which establishes a maximum 
sequester level at the outset for both 
domestic and defense spending. What 
that means is that the sequester 
8>mount cannot be taken below the 
level specified in the initial sequester 
order. Let me give you an illustration. 

Let us say we started with a program 
funded at a level of $100 million and a 
10-percent sequester would reduce it 
$10 million to $90 million. If the final 
appropriation funds that program at 
$95 million, a sequester cannot kick in 
that cuts that program by that $10 
million down to a level of roughly $85 
million. The baseline minus the se­
quester amount sets a kind of "maxi­
mum peril" limit for each account. 

DEFENSE FLEXIBILITY 

Under the original terms of the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law, the 
President had limited leeway to make 
spending changes in defense programs. 
Under the new agreement, the Presi­
dent can propose defense changes to 
Congress. Those proposals must then 
go to the Appropriations Committee. 
They can't be bottled up there, and 
they can be amended. 

What we are trying to achieve here 
is a balance that gives the President 
the right to propose a change in the 
program mix of the cuts, but does not 
give him the power to reduce the 
amount of sequester or impose his 
spending priorities on Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a detailed explanation of all 
the provisions of the conference agree­
ment be printed at the conclusion of 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit No. 1.) 
Mr. CHILES. I have rarely been in­

volved in a conference where the give 
and take was as vigorous as the one on 
the debt limit bill. We had plenty of 
involvement. We had plenty of ideas 
moving back and forth. 

What we ended up with is a compre­
hensive proposal that fits together in 
a systematic package for deficit reduc­
tion. This is one case where the overall 
package is better than what we started 
with. 

There may still be some concern 
about what some will see as complex­
ity. And, yes, this is detailed legisla­
tion. It had to be. We wanted to make 
sure that we covered the bases and 
that none would be stolen. 

We are serious about deficit reduc­
tion, so serious that while we adjusted 
the targets, we restored the penalty of 
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sequester just to keep our feet to the 
fire. We put sequester on a parallel 
track with the budget process so we 
will always know where we are in the 
deficit struggle. And we made sure 
that both the President and the Con­
gress share the responsibility for get­
ting the job done. 

I think this is a solid, workable 
agreement. I hope the Senate will ap­
prove it. 

EXHIBIT No. 1 
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT SUMMARY 

DEFICIT TARGETS AND AMOUNT OF 
SEQUESTRATION 

OMB automatic trigger for FY 1988 
through FY 1993. 

TARGETS 
[In billions of dollars] 

Target Cushion 

reach the fixed deficit targets regardless of 
size. 

If a sequester order is issued before full­
year appropriations are in effect, the se­
quester amount will be prorated for the 
period covered by the continuing resolution. 
The amount of funds withheld are applied 
to the full sequester amount once a full­
year appropriations measure has been en­
acted. 

The amount that a sequester can cut an 
account is limited. The amount of savings 
below baseline in an account resulting from 
full-year appropriations is credited towards 
the sequester amount. The size of the se­
quester is reduced accordingly. An account's 
final available funding level, as a result of a 
sequester, cannot be lower than the baseline 
level minus the sequester amount as speci­
fied in the final order. 

CONSTRAINTS ON OMB 

OMB is constrained in legislative language 
regarding economic and technical assump­
tions in its baseline estimate, including ag­
gregate defense or non-defense outlay 

Rscal year: 
m~ ·----------------- - ------------ - ----····· ··· ·· ·---- · · ··· · ·--· ·······-· - - 144 

136 
100 
64 

spendout rates, Medicare outlays, pay in-
10 creases, advanced farm deficiency and paid 

~~ ~~~~tl~~:~~~:r~~~~~~u:r~~~~:~~ 
10 onomics and technical assumptions that it 
O has already released in its August 20, 198';. 

----------------- sequester report. 
• But a minimum of $23,000,000,000 of net deficit reduction below a The baseline would include inflation (4.2 

1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

28 
0 

defined baseline and a maximum sequestration of $23,000,000,000. 
2 Or $36,000,000,000 from a defincj baseline, whichever is easier. percent for FY 1988 and OMB January esti-
3 Rxed target only. mate of the increase in the GNP deflator 

REVENUES 

Although the Act does not specify revenue 
numbers, it is anticipated that revenue in­
creases of $10 to $15 billion would be suffi­
cient to prevent a sequester if spending is 
held to budget resolution levels. 

Timetable 1988 1989 and 
after 

President submits his midsession review and ......... . . ............. July 15. 
deficit estimate. 

Presidential notification regarding military person- Oct 10 ............ Aug. 15. 
nel. 

Initial CBO/OMB snapshot....................................... . ........ do............ Do. 
CBO issues initial report .......................................... Oct 15 ............ Aug. 20. 

~:8 i~:: ft~~~a~:..::::::::: : ::::::::::::: :: :: : :::::: : :::: :: ~~- 1L::::::::: ~f." f£· 
OMB issues final report and President issues Nov. 20 ............ Oct 15. 

final order. 
GAO compliance report ............................................ Dec. 15 .......... Nov. 15. 

DEFENSE FLEXIBILITY 

The conference agreement allows the 
President to exempt military personnel 
from sequester if he notifies Congress by a 
date certain. The cuts on other defense ac­
counts would increase to make up the differ-
ence. 

The total amounts sequestered from de­
fense cannot be changed. The President 
may, however, submit a single proposal to 
Congress to redistribute defense reductions 
within and across defense accounts. No pro­
gram, project, or activity may be inc~·eased 
above the appropriated level. To become ef­
fective, the report must be affirmed by an 
amendable joint resolution of Congress con­
sidered under procedures expedited up to 
conference. The sequester order goes into 
effect unless changed in this way. 

DEFICIT REDUCTION AMOUNTS 

In 1988, net deficit reduction from legisla­
tive and regulatory actions must be $23 bil­
lion. 

$23 billion is also the maximum sequester 
in 1988. The maximum sequester in 1989 is 
$36 billion. In the years thereafter, the se­
quester will equal the amount necessary to 

for later years) and adjustments for pay 
raises, FERS, and related personnel costs, 
rather than assuming no increase in discre­
tionary appropriations, for the purpose of 
measuring the deficit and deficit reduction. 

Asset sales <including REA) would not be 
counted towards required deficit reduction 
in any year. 

Should Congress disagree with OMB's de­
terminations, an expedited procedure pro­
vides for congressional modification of the 
final sequester order. 

BUDGET PROCESS PROVISIONS 

The conference agreement contains provi­
sions regarding a two-year appropriations 
experiment <sense of Congress), prohibiting 
counting savings from year-to-year trans­
fers, financial management reform <sense of 
Congress), extending state and local cost es­
timates, extending Senate reconciliation re­
strictions <Byrd Rule), prohibiting policy de-
ferrals, prohibiting resubmission of rescis­
sion requests, requiring one set of economic 
assumptions in the Senate, clarifying time 
limits for budget resolutions, appeal of cer­
tain rulings in the Senate, section 302(c) of 
the Budget Act, and credit reform study. 
RELATIONSHIP OF REA PREPAYMn""T RECONCILI· 

ATION INSTRUCTIONS TO REVISED 1988 
GRAMM-RUDMAN TARGETS 

Mr. CHILES. The $23 billion 1988 
deficit reduction target in the revised 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation 
has raised some questions regarding 
the status of reconciliation instruc­
tions contained in the 1988 budget res­
olution. 

As you are aware, the $23. billion 
target cannot be achieved through the 
use of asset sales or prepayment of 
loans. In fact, REA sales have been 
specifically mentioned in summaries of 
the Gramm-Rudman compromise as 
not counting toward the target. 

I can understand how the Agricul­
ture Committee could be confused 

about whether or not they are still re­
quired to include the REA prepay­
ment provisions in their reconciliation 
legislation. 

I would like to make it clear that the 
change in the sequestration target 
does not in any way affect the recon­
ciliation instruction to the Agriculture 
Committee regarding REA prepay­
ment. They are still expected to lower 
budget authority by $1.33 billion in 
1988 and increase contributions and 
reduce outlays by $8.548 billion. "Con­
tributions" is the term we used to 
cover our assumption on REA loan 
prepayments. 

Hopefully, this will clear up any mis­
understanding which may have oc­
curred on this important point. While 
the deficit reduction generated by the 
REA prepayment is a one-time savings 
it can still make an important contri­
bution to reducing our deficit in 1988. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, first I 

want to thank everyone who was in­
volved in this conference, beginning 
with Senator CHILES. I would like to 
thank my colleague from Texas, Sena­
tor BENTSEN, who was chairman of the 
conference. I would like to thank Sen­
ator PACKWOOD. I would like to thank 
Senator DoMENICI and all the other 
people who were on the conference. I 
would like to thank them for a lot of 
reasons. 

No. 1, of all the conferences I have 
been on in my 9 years in Congress, this 
was the toughest, the longest, and the 
most complex. There were many occa­
sions when virtually every side of the 
debate had an opportunity and, in 
fact, a lot of incentive, to give up on 
fixing the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
law. And through all of that, I think 
we have produced a remarkable bill. I 
think as you look back at where we 
started that day when I sent an 
amendment to• the desk on behalf of 
myself and all of the principals in­
volved in this debate, then you look at 
where the House initially was on this 
issue, and then you look at the final 
document it would seem, quite frank­
ly, something of a miracle, even to 
someone who has been involved in this 
from the very beginning, that we find 
ourselves here. 

I would like to review very briefly 
where we are, what we did under the 
old law, why this change is needed, 
and what this change is aimed at pro­
ducing. Then I would like to address 
several issues that relate to where we 
go from here if this bill is signed into 
law. 

I would like to address some of the 
criticisms I know will be leveled at the 
conference product in areas such as its 
impact on national defense. However, 
let me begin by recalling for Members 
of the Senate where we were when we 
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adopted the original Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings law. We had suffered 5 years 
of frustration during which the deficit 
had continued to mount. We had dou­
bled the national debt in 5 years. We 
had come off a bitter budget cycle 
and, at 3 o'clock in the morning, we 
had taken action in the Senate to ad­
dress the deficit problem only to have 
that success die in conference. And we 
were facing a $2 trillion debt ceiling. It 
was in that environment that this idea 
was born. It is not a complex idea, al­
though it takes a lot of paper to set 
out the technicalities. You will hear 
discussion today about baselines, and 
about how we used this baseline and 
other technicalities. But when you get 
down to the bottom line the idea here 
is pretty simple. 

The first principle is that we have 
an economic crisis, that the deficit 
problem imperils national security, im­
perils the future of America, imperils 
the future of our children, and that 
the old system was not working. 

In initially thinking about this con­
cept in the original Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings law, the thing that drove me 
to the idea of binding constraints was 
a recognition that every time we vote 
on a spending bill all the people who 
want money from the American tax­
payer are looking over one shoulder 
and sending letters back home telling 
people whether we care about the old, 
the poor, the sick, the tired, the bicy­
cle rider and the list goes on and on 
and on. That is the American system. I 
am not complaining about it. People 
have a right and an obligation to let 
people know how we vote on the 
spending issues. 

The problem is that very seldom is 
anybody looking over our other shoul­
der, sending letters back home, telling 
people whether we care about the tax­
payer and about the people who do 
the work in this country. 

As a result, day in and day out, 
whether the issue is buying rights-of­
way on a trails program for bicycle 
riders, or whether the issue is spend­
ing on any one of literally thousands 
of programs, the people who want the 
money are organized politically, while 
the people who are out trying to work, 
to save money to buy a home, to send 
Johnny to college, are too busy work­
ing to be involved in the debate. So 
the spending went on and on and on. 

A premise of the original bill was 
that there was an economic emergen­
cy. And who could doubt that there 
was an emergency? The deficit was 
$233 billion, the largest deficit in 
American history. 

The original bill declared an eco­
nomic emergency and set out a 5-year 
program to achieve a balanced budget. 
It required that the President submit 
budgets that reduced the deficit in five 
equal parts to zero. It made it not in 
order for Congress to consider budgets 
that did not meet the targets. It re-

quired that amendments which spent 
money be zero sum in the deficit, 
which, in the language of the fellow in 
the street, means that if you want to 
add money for a mother's milk pro­
gram, you have to kill off a hog some­
where to pay for it. It made budgets 
binding down to the subcommittee 
level. 

The public never understood that, 
despite the budget debates and the 
hot rhetoric, the budgets did not 
matter because they were not binding. 

Finally, in I guess what was prob­
ably the most novel part of the bill, it 
had what the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina called truth in 
budgeting. It had a provision that gave 
us an assessment of whether we had 
met the budget targets that we had 
written into law; and if we had exceed­
ed those targets, there would be an 
across-the-board cut in spending, 
which brought us down to the targets. 
The original bill provided a period of 
time for us to come to our senses and 
go back and do the job right, or else 
those threatened, automatic cuts 
would go into effect. That was the 
basic law we adopted some 2% years 
ago. 

There were problems with the bill 
from the beginning, and to some 
extent they had something to do with 
politics. When the initial bill passed 
the Senate, the immediate cry from 
the House was: "If reducing the 
budget is such a good thing, why don't 
we do more of it now?" Those who 
were critical of that view saw that as 
an effort to stuff so much down the 
turkey's throat that he died before he 
ever got old enough to do any good. 

Our problem was that we were 
forced, as part of the political process, 
to accept a deficit figure for the first 
year that was based on a budget that 
was passed 6 months before the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act was 
adopted. A budget that was phony 
from the very beginning, in terms of 
the targets it had set. 

The deficit, in reality, was $233 bil­
lion, not $172 billion, and we were 
behind the spending curve by about 
$60 billion from the very beginning. 

The second problem was that in 
trying to come up with a political com­
promise between the House and the 
Senate, · and between the executive 
branch and the legislative branch of 
Government, we had trouble deciding 
who ought to be the final arbiter of 
what the deficit was and whether or 
not we met the target. We decided, as 
part of a political compromise, to have 
OMB, which is the budgeting arm of 
the President and CBO, which is the 
budgeting arm of Congress, report on 
the deficit. Then the General Ac­
counting Office would audit the ac­
counts of the Federal Government 
based on these findings and certify a 
deficit number. We chose the General 
Accounting Office because of the fact 

that it did studies for Congress, it set­
tled financial disputes and determined 
financial settlements for the executive 
branch, and the Comptroller General 
was viewed as being independent of 
both Congress and the President. 

We knew at the time that there was 
a potential constitutional problem. In 
fact, the Court had ruled twice on the 
issue-once that the Comptroller Gen­
eral was a member of the executive 
branch, once that he was not. There­
fore, we wrote a backup provision into 
the bill. The Supreme Court, based 
not on Gramm-Rudman-Hollings but 
on the 1921 Budget and Accounting 
Act, subsequently, ruled that because 
Congress had the power to remove the 
Comptroller General by a two-thirds 
vote of both Houses, without the com­
pliance of the President, Congress 
therefore controlled the Comptroller 
General. The Court held that he could 
not, therefore, carry out an executive 
function and as a result he could not 
be the person to certify the deficit. 

As Judge Scalia said, basically the 
problem was not the process but the 
individual who we had chosen to certi­
fy the deficit on which the process 
would hinge. That pushed us back to 
the backup provision, which required 
Congress to vote on the across-the­
board cuts. 

People ask me: "Has the original 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law worked? 
Is it a success?" I always say: "It de­
pends on your definition of a success. 
If you define the success of religion by 
the number of saints in the world, reli­
gion is a failure." 

We never met a single target that 
was contained in the original Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings law. From the point 
of view it failed; primarily because we 
couldn't use the club in the closet that 
threatened automatic cuts and that 
forced us to do what was unpleasant 
politically to do. But if you define the 
success of religion on the basis of 
whether the world is better off with it 
or without it, then religion is a re­
sounding success; and I believe that, 
by the same definition, so is the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law. 

Under that law, the deficit has come 
down from $233 billion to $157 billion. 
I do not claim for a moment that all 
that deficit reduction has been due to 
this one, single law, but I also believe 
that there is not one person here who 
would honestly say that it could have 
been achieved in the absence of this 
law. 

We are back here today because 
things have started to fall apart in 
terms of our ability to make the origi­
nal law work. Beginning in January of 
this year, we have seen the deficit rise, 
and we have moved from a situation 
where the deficit had fallen for 2 
years to a situation where the deficit 
is going up again. As the deficit has 
risen, interest rates have started to 
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rise and housing starts last month fell 
off sharply all over the Nation. 

It is important to remember that a 
lot of the progress we made under the 
original law occurred because when we 
passed the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
law the financial markets of this coun­
try believed for the first time in 25 
years that Congress was serious about 
deficit reduction. As a result of the 
change in expectations about the defi­
cit, about the financial demands im­
posed by the Federal Government on 
the financial markets of the Nation, 
interest rates fell sharply; and because 
the Federal Government is the world's 
largest debtor, the deficit nose-dived. 

But the financial markets have 
wised up to the fact that Congress is 
off on another spending spree, that 
the deficit is rising, that interest rates 
are going up and there are clearly 
troubling signs on the economic hori­
zon. 

What is now the longest economic 
recovery in the postwar period is jeop­
ardized by the fact that the deficit and 
interest rates are going back up. The 
impact that will have on inflation and 
on our balance of trade can have cata­
strophic consequences for the econom­
ic recovery and our ability to create 
the jobs and growth and opportunity 
that our people want. 

It is that crisis which has brought us 
to this day and to this bill. This bill is 
in every way, in my opinion, superior 
to the original bill based on what can 
be actually done. What we have ac­
complished here-and I am not going 
to go through it in great detail, be­
cause Senator CHILES has done that­
is we have gone back and adjusted the 
targets to set out a realistic path to 
balance the budget. 

We require in this first year that the 
deficit be reduced by $23 billion from 
the deficit that would occur if you 
took the level of goods and services 
bought by Government last year and 
went out and tried to buy them again. 
Now, $23 billion worth of deficit reduc­
tion in the next 45 days is going to be 
tough. Since we have not saved any 
money, or reduced the deficit at all in 
the last 9 months, trying to reduce the 
deficit by $23 billion in the next 45 
days, which is what is required by this 
bill, is going to be very difficult 
indeed. 

But I believe that by setting out that 
requirement ·and then by achieving 
that result, we will have an immediate 
impact on interest rates and we will 
help sustain this recovery which has 
been a boon to the whole Nation. 

Quite frankly, in my part of the 
country, we have not shared in much 
of the recovery for the last 2 years; we 
are just now beginning to see our econ­
omy revive, but we realize that we 
cannot have a full-blown economic re­
covery if the economy of the Nation 
goes sour. 

So I believe that while it is going to 
be difficult to reduce the deficit by $23 
billion in the next 45 days, the eco­
nomic benefits of doing it are going to 
be substantial. 

We are going to hear today from 
many Members who are going to make 
their decision based on the difficulty 
of meeting this $23 billion deficit re­
duction target. 

I want to remind my colleagues that 
two-thirds of the Members of the 
Senate voted for the original law that 
had a more difficult deficit reduction 
target than the one that we are set­
ting out in this law~ 

Second, I want to address the de­
fense issue head on. I believe in a 
strong defense. I have been in the 
Senate for 3 years and in the House 
for 6, and my record demonstrates 
that I have consistently supported a 
strong defense. I have no doubt about 
the necessity of providing a strong de­
fense to keep Ivan back from the gate 
and to keep the world free and to pre­
serve the peace. 

In the House I helped write a budget 
which reordered national priorities, 
which increased national defense, 
which helped us recruit and retain in 
our Armed Forces the finest young 
men and women who have ever worn 
the uniform of this country and which 
helped us modernize our strategic and 
conventional forces. 

I do not believe that the require­
ment to reduce the deficit for the next 
fiscal year by $23 billion in the next 45 
days imperils national defense. The 
plain, said truth about national de­
fense is that we have already had that 
debate. The reality is that while there 
will be an effort to involve the fix in 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings with the 
debate about defense, the defense 
spending debate is over. When the 
Congress adopted the budget earlier 
this year, we set into concrete the fact 
that we are going to have the low-tier 
number in defense. If you are worried 
about that number and you vote 
against Gramm-Rudman because of 
that concern, you are still going to get 
the low-tier defense number and if you 
are worried about that defense 
number and you vote for the Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings revitalization law 
you are still going to get that low-tier 
defense number. 

The reality is that the defense issue 
is settled and, in fact, with the low-tier 
defense number and with the other 
things that have been done in the 
budget, with the user fees and reve­
nues proposed by the President, and 
with a reasonable compromise, we can 
put together a package and meet the 
$23 billion of deficit reduction. 

So, I believe that the defense figure 
in the budget adopted by Congress is 
too low. I grieve over that number. 
But that number cannot be raised by 
not reaffirming our commitment to 

balance the budget. That is an impor­
tant issue, but it is not an issue here. 

Second, I want to remind my col­
leagues that, while Ivan is in fact at 
the gate, there is a wolf at the door. 
There is no way in a free society that 
we are going to be able to provide for 
the defense of this Nation unless we 
have a strong and vibrant economy, 
and I believe that dealing with this 
deficit is a critical factor toward 
achieving that goal. 

A second concern that is going to be 
stressed here is a concern about rais­
ing taxes. I oppose raising taxes. I do 
not believe that we must raise taxes to 
meet the targets set out in this bfil, 
but I do not know yet how Congress 
will deal with the tax issue. 

This bill does not guarantee what 
the outcome of the battle will be; it 
does guarantee that there will be a 
battle and I, for one, am willing to 
fight that battle, so I want to address 
the people who share with me opposi­
tion to a tax increase and those who 
have shared, too, the President's 
vision for America. The unfinished 
business of the Reagan agenda is the 
Federal deficit. If you believe in what 
Ronald Reagan has done in terms of 
reordering priorities, strengthening 
national defense, putting more money 
back in the pockets of the people who 
earned it in the first place, providing 
incentives for people to work, save and 
invest, then unless we deal with this 
deficit and do it now we are setting 
ourselves up, no matter who the new 
President is, for a massive tax in­
crease, that will assault exactly that 
area of the Tax Code that we have 
fought so hard to reform. 

If we do not deal with this problem, 
we are in for a massive tax increase 
and soon, and the tax increase is going 
to fall where all tax increases fall, on 
the backs of the working men and 
women of America. If that happens, if 
we raise marginal tax rates, if we go 
back and put heavy burdens on inher­
itance taxes, assaulting the family in 
the accumulation of capital and 
wealth, then all of our work in the last 
7 years will have simply produced a 
little blip on the trend line and we will 
be going exactly in the direction we 
were headed in before. I believe that is 
the wrong direction. 

I do not know how we are going to 
come up with the $23 billion. I know 
how I would do it. I believe out a $1 
trillion-plus continuing resolution I 
.could easily squeeze $23 billion worth 
of unneeded spending out of it. 

In fact, if you set out with the num­
bers, look at where we are in defense 
in terms of the cap that Congress has 
put on, look at what the Budget Com­
mittee did, which was not enough in 
my opinion, in controlling spending, 
but if you bring all those things to­
gether $23 billion is not heavy lifting 
or cruel and unusual punishment. It 
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does, however, represent a down pay­
ment which gets us binding con­
straints and fixed targets and allows 
Ronald Reagan to leave office with a 
binding process in place to balance the 
Federal budget. It also, it seems to me, 
does something else that is good for 
America. If we pass this bill today and 
the President signs it, in 1988 when all 
the Presidential candidates go out run­
ning around the country telling special 
interest groups how they are going to 
bring home the bacon with Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings and automatic cuts 
in place, the first question they will 
have to answer is: Whose smokehouse 
is that bacon coming out of? How are 
they going to pay for it? What pro­
grams are they going to take money 
away from to give money to this spe­
cial-interest group? Whose taxes are 
they going to raise? I believe that is 
the kind of debate we need. 

I know that this is a difficult deci­
sion, but I believe that anybody who 
supported the original bill ought to 
support this one. If there is a valid 
criticism of this revitalization act, it is 
that it does not do enough. The criti­
cism is not that $23 billion is an unre­
alistic reduction in the deficit. It is 
that we could do more. If there is a 
valid criticism, it is not that the tar­
gets set out are too tough, it is that 
they are not tough enough. 

I am not making those criticisms it is 
not so important what year we balance 
the budget. It is important to me that 
the deficit decline and that it be bal­
anced during the lifetime of the 
Nation. This bill guarantees that. 
With a new President in 1989, that 
new President will have to submit a 
budget that meets a fixed target. Obvi­
ously, there can be efforts to repeal 
this law, but there is going to be great 
opposition. 

The American people are concerned 
about this bill. They are concerned 
about across-the-board cuts. In the ab­
stract, everybody wants to balance the 
budget. But nobody wants to do the 
things you have to do to balance the 
budget. But the American people 
know what the Senator from Oregon 
has already said: This may not be the 
best possible solution, but nobody has 
come along with a better one. 

I believe that this is the last train 
out of the station. For those who want 
to deal with the deficit, this is the last 
real chance we have to do something 
about this problem, not just today, but 
to get the job done over the next 
decade. For those who believe that the 
Reagan agenda should be made per­
manent, I am absolutely convinced 
that this is our final opportunity 
during the Reagan Presidency to deal 
with this problem. 

There is a quote that I identified 
with and believed in when it was first 
said, and I believe in it today, and I be­
lieve that it applies directly to this 
bill. In dealing with the deficit prob-

lem, in changing the political system 
to try to control spending, if we do not 
do it, who is going to do it? If this Con­
gress and this President cannot deal 
with the deficit problem, what Con­
gress and what President are going to 
do it? "If not us, who? If not now, 
when?" Ronald Reagan said that 
about changing the direction of Amer­
ica, and we changed it. 

The question before us today is: Are 
we going to make those changes per­
manent or are we going to refuse to 
deal with the No. 1 problem in Amer­
ica, which is deficit? I urge my col­
leagues to take the long view, to vote 
for this bill, to give us a strong vote so 
that we can show the Nation that 
there is a commitment to balance the 
budget, that we are willing to make 
the tough choices. 

If we adopt this bill today, it puts 
the fat in the fire. We are either going 
to rend lard by controlling spending or 
we are going to put the fire out by 
raising taxes. I am not indifferent in 
that choice. But we will at least ad­
dress the issue. And I believe that, re­
gardless of the outcome of that 
debate, the American people will be re­
sounding winners, that the economy 
will be stronger, and that the Ameri­
can people will have a brighter future. 

I want to conclude by thanking all of 
the Members of the Senate and the 
House who have worked on this bill. 
This bill has been mortally wounded 
on a dozen occasions. But on each oc­
casion, it has come back to life and it 
has come back to life because it meets 
a need that cannot be met without 
binding const1·aints. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
bill, for a reaffirmation of our commit­
ment to balance the budget, for bind­
ing constraints on Congress that force 
Congress to do what every family and 
every business in America has to do 
every year-set priorities, make trade­
offs. That is something we have not 
done a good job at in the past that we 
must do a good job at in the future. 

I urge my colleagues to vote aye, and 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
thinking back to about 18 years ago 
when I was the equivalent of a mayor 
of my home city of Albuquerque. We 
were trying to do something that we 
thought was very good for the city of 
Albuquerque. We called a meeting and 
invited all the people to come and 
listen to us talk about this great 
project. A very distinguished citizen 
that was opposed to it knew that the 
event was rigged. Obviously, what the 
mayor wanted, the mayor was going to 
get. And he came along with a little 
entourage and showed up a bit late­
sort of like I did this morning. I was 
listening as the distinguished speakers 

that preceded me spoke, but I could 
not be here. But he came along a little 
late and everybody noticed him. I do 
not know if everybody is noticing me. 
That is irrelevant. 

But as he walked by, he put up his 
hand and he noticed that nobody was 
very pleased to see him and that they 
did not really want to hear what he 
had to say. He smiled and said: "I sort 
of feel, Mr. Mayor, like a skunk at a 
lawn party." 

Well, Mr. President, since I have 
been battling for about 7 or 8 years, I 
do not have the least bit of reluctance 
to at least mildly pat myself on the 
back. I have been living with deficits 
for a long time. At a point in time 
when I thought defense was outra­
geously high, I was not reluctant to 
have a big confrontation about it. 

I can remember some pretty vivid 
details. I can remember being on the 
telephone in the back room, during 
the middle of a markup in the Budget 
Committee, after waiting 8 weeks for 
some accommodation on defense, 
having the President personally ask 
me to delay things. And I had to sit 
there, and I can tell you honestly-it 
was a few years ago-it was pretty 
quick for the beads of sweat to come 
down my forehead, as I said, "No, 
you're too late. It's too late. I told you 
what we ought to do. It's not going to 
be done. We are going to do our job." 

So, Mr. President, it is with real re­
luctance that I come to the floor of 
the Senate today to urge that the U.S. 
Senate not adopt this measure. Frank­
ly, if I had any significant influence 
over the President of the United 
States, I would tell him to veto it. If 
he asks for my advice, I will tell him to 
veto it. 

But there is one thing in it that is 
good. We will quit playing games with 
the debt limit of the United States. 

Accidentally, almost as an after­
thought as this debt limit came to the 
floor, one of the distinguished mem­
bers of this body-! do not recall 
which-suggested that we ought to 
extend this debt limit so that it would 
go on into the next Presidency. And 
nobody resisted that very much. Ev­
erybody said, "Well, as long as we get 
a Gramm-Rudman fix on it, let's do 
it." Well, we have done that. 

And I submit that there are prob­
ably not many people in this country 
who understand how many hundreds 
of millions of dollars we waste playing 
games with this debt limit; how close 
we get to putting the credit of the 
United States on the line when, as a 
matter of fact, the debt limit is noth­
ing more than the recognition of the 
debts that we have incurred. They go 
out there and sell Treasury bills to pay 
for what we have incurred in our enti­
tlement programs or our appropria­
tions. 
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So, clearly there is one good thing 

about this bill. 
Beyond that, Mr. President, this par­

ticular Gramm-Rudman-Hollings fix 
hardly deserves the name. It hardly 
deserves the name. 

My good friend from Texas said how 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings has worked. 
I have taken to the floor and said it 
worked. I remind the Senate the only 
time it really worked was when we had 
an automatic sequester, a wild and 
crazy one midway through the year. 
People have looked back at that and 
said, if you are going to do a sequester, 
do it across the board and do it before 
the year starts. 

Remember that one we did in Febru­
ary or March? You would think we 
would learn a lesson. 

Then the other thing it did was last 
year when the binding target in 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings brought us 
a substantial deficit reduction, even 
without the hammer. Argue as one 
may that it was made up of a strange 
mixture of things that people do not 
like-such as asset sales and a credit 
for the tax bill that we predicted was 
going to be there-but we hit the 
target. 

Indeed, I remember telling the dis­
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
when he almost jokingly said: "Are 
you serious? That budget is going to 
yield $154 billion?" I think I looked at 
him and said well, if it is not $154, it is 
going to hit $155 billion. I am now 
reading that that is about what it is. 

We did that without any hammer 
because there were some points of 
order and a little discipline. 

I have a series of prepared ideas but 
my friend from Texas has mentioned 
so many things that I am going to get 
sidetracked for a minute. Let me just 
suggest for starters, this is a Trojan 
horse and nothing more, to implement 
a budget that the U.S. Senate on the 
Republican side has not voted for. It is 
essentially a Trojan horse to imple­
ment it, plain and simple. 

No. 2, my wonderful friend from 
Texas stands up here before the U.S. 
Senate and says: Vote for this Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings fix and you are not 
voting for taxes. Why, Mr. President, 
he is saying he is not going to vote for 
taxes. That is for sure. There is no 
one, no one, Mr. President, at any con­
ference I have been at, except my 
friend from Texas, that is hiding that. 
The question is how much in taxes? 

Obviously, I can stand up here and 
say, well, I am voting for this because 
I know what my budget will be and it 
will not have any taxes in it. But let us 
be honest about that. That is mine. 
That is not the U.S. Congress. Anyone 
that wants to buy the idea that there 
is not going to be new taxes resulting 
from this Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
fix is literally and absolutely kidding 
himself. 

Actually, I had harsher words than 
that, but I will not say them. Let us 
just say that they are kidding them­
selves and the junior Senator from 
Texas is kidding himself. It is not a 
question of whether he will not vote 
for them. Of course, he will not, if 
that is how he feels. But this Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings fix is borne out of 
the idea that we could not get $21 bil­
lion in taxes, or $19 billion as proposed 
in the budget that cleared here a few 
months ago, and so we are doing it an­
other way. 

Before anyone says, you know you 
are going to have to have some taxes 
sooner or later to fix this budget defi­
cit-yes, indeed, we are. As a matter of 
fact, I offered a budget that had $10 
billion or $11 billion in taxes in it. It 
got 22, 24 votes. But there were a lot 
of other things in that budget that are 
not going to be in this budget when it 
winds its way through this Congress. 
You can be assured of that. 

I submit that the enfocement mech­
anism, this sequester is the strangest 
thing I have ever heard of. We are se­
questering off of hot air; not seques­
tering off of expenditures. I tell you 
that so the average American would 
understand. 

If you are going to seek a sequester 
to bring the deficit under control and 
if sequester means an across-the-board 
cut, Mr. President, you would think 
that would mean cutting off of exist­
ing expenditures, would you not? If 
you were to say to anybody: Well, here 
is what you have been earning. Here is 
what you have been spending. Now we 
are going to cut those expenditures. 
You would say, how much did I spend? 
$100. We are going to sequester, we are 
going to make it $89. 

That is not whP.,t this sequester is all 
about. We invented a new baseline to 
cut from so it will sound like we are 
cutting a lot when we are cutting 
nothing. Would you believe that the 
starting point for discretionary appro­
priations under this baseline is $13 bil­
lion higher than this year's expendi­
tures? So if you went down to this 
year's level of expenditures, you would 
have already saved 13 of the 23. 

But that is not going to happen. 
Why is it not going to happen? Be­
cause there are not going to be any of 
those cuts on the domestic side. The 
reason we are here is because that 
agenda is set. 

How are we going to get to $23 bil­
lion? Has anybody seen a piece of 
paper by those who are putting this 
together, appropriators, Finance Com­
mittee leaders, Ways and Means Com­
mittee leaders? Has anybody seen a 
piece of paper that says we are going 
to reduce domestic expenditures from 
the allocation allowed by this year's 
budget? 

What I have seen, Mr. President, is 
it is going to go up half a billion. No 
cuts there. 

Where are we going to get this $23 
billion? That leads me to what is 
wrong with this proposal. There are 
many things wrong with it but it leads 
me to what is wrong with it in essence. 

Mr. President, whether Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings works or whether it 
does not, whether it is the greatest 
thing that happened to American 
fiscal policy or whether it was never 
going to work-! do not know which­
but essentially it was calculated to 
cause a train wreck. Some have called 
it a guillotine, to bring the President 
of the United States and the Congress 
into an interplay to reach a solution 
satisfactory to both and to avoid a se­
quester. 

Well, Mr. President, let me tell you. 
That is not the case any longer. My 
friend from Texas, who I greatly 
admire and respect, may think that is 
the case, but it is not. I am going to 
talk later about why it will not work in 
terms of getting to a balanced budget. 
Essentially it is because it does not 
have fixed targets; but I will tell you 
about that very shortly. 

Mr. President, what this is calculat­
ed to do is to say to the President of 
the United States: You either sign a 
bill with new taxes in it between $11 
billion and $15 billion or you suffer a 
sequester. 

Mr. President, there is not even any 
assurance that the high tier defense 
number will be in that equation. That 
is $296 in budget authority. 

As a matter of fact, as you approach 
$296 billion you have got to start 
adding more taxes because there are 
no other savings. Senators ought to 
wonder, where is the blueprint to get 
the $23 billion? We used to have rec­
onciliation. Now there is no blueprint. 

This $23 billion will be pulled out of 
the air, other than about $2 billion or 
$3 billion in reconciliation savings that 
have nothing to do with revenues that 
I assume we will keep. Chalk that up 
on your blackboard, $2 billion to $3 
billion. 

Where is the rest going to come 
from? It appears to me that it is going 
to come from taxes, and what else? 
Does anybody have the slightest idea 
what else? Defense cuts. Plain and 
simple, defense cuts. No doubt about 
it. 

My friend from Texas may want to 
stand up here and say we have lost the 
defense fight. I do not believe it. We 
have been here on the floor of the 
Senate for 10 days debating what the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
must think is a very important bill. He 
put up with 2 months of delays. The 
distinguished floor manager knows 
why. That committee worked ·very 
hard. 

Did they bring us a bill that is a 
joke? Do you know how much it takes 
to fund that bill? $302 billion. Not 
$296 billion, not $289 billion, which is 
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the low tier in this budget, and not 
$279 billion to $280 billion in budget 
authority, which is going to be these­
quester level in defense. 

Regardless of what is said around 
here, there is no longer the ambiance 
between the Congress and the White 
House to work something out in the 
event of a sequester. There are only 
two things to be worked out, because 
the domestic spending cut is worked 
out. There are not going to be any­
there are not going to be any-there 
are not going to be any-how many 
more times do we have to say it, I defy 
anyone to come down here and say the 
Senator from New Mexico is wrong. 

There are going to be some real cuts 
somewhere else that I have not seen in 
anybody's budget, in no appropria­
tions bill. The cuts are going to be 
from defense, plus the little tiny pinch 
that is in reconciliation for Medicare 
and a little tiny piece from the Energy 
Committee which, when you look it 
over carefully, is a joke, an absolute 
joke. 

In the Energy Committee, we are 
going to say we are saving money be­
cause we are going to a new law with 
only one site for high-level waste dis­
posal instead of three and still leave it 
in the appropriations account where 
next year they can change it however 
they want. That is the ki.nd of savings 
we can expect. 

So, Mr. President, there no longer is 
any kind of balance to negotiating. We 
are giving the President an option and 
the Congress and all those who vote 
for it that is plain and simple. We 
don't know how much we have to cut 
because, you see, there is no reconcili­
ation or appropriations bill in place. 
So we are shooting in the dark; there 
is nothing in this bill that tells us how 
much we are going to save in appro­
priations. It is all hypothetical but I 
told you it is off a baseline that is not 
reality. It is a baseline, a starting 
point, that is inflated by 4.2 percent 
across the board so we are really not 
sure where we are going. 

Nonetheless, it is more taxes and less 
defense. I hope that some of those 
who have worried about defense, as I 
have, will come down and ask some of 
these who are going to be putting this 
package together-! assume it will not 
be this Senator, I assume it will be the 
majority putting the package togeth­
er. Ask them, where is the language 
that says if we vote in taxes, the taxes 
will go to the high level of defense so 
that at least they can get a shot at the 
$296 billion, which is what the distin­
guished chairman and all of his help­
ers, bipartisan, said was the absolutely 
lowest number. 

It is not in here. It is not in here be­
cause if you put it in, it would have 
caused havoc in the House. They prob­
ably would not have voted for it, al­
though it is in the budget resolution. 
It does say there if you want to vote in 

$21 billion worth of taxes, you will get 
your defense number. What about $15 
billion? What about $13 billion? What 
about $11 billion? Do you transfer 
some of that to defense as contemplat­
ed in the original budget resolution? I 
think not, and I will tell you why: be­
cause the arithmetic does not add up. 
If you transfer it to the high level of 
defense, you have to raise more taxes, 
to repeat myself, because there are no 
other cuts. 

Now, Mr. President, those who think 
there is some magic in Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings, that it is a solution 
to our fiscal problems, that it is going 
to be part of the next Presidential 
debate, as I hear my friend from 
Texas talk about, I submit to you that 
long before that day it will be exposed 
for what it is. 

Now let me move on. 
A very interesting thing has hap­

pened with the sequester proposal in 
this package, very interesting. There 
are some who would say, "What in the 
world is the Senator from New Mexico 
talking about all these technicalities 
for?" 

The sequester, the so-called even­
handed cut automatically occurring 
across-the-board-the hammer-is at 
the heart of this. Let me tell you what 
inadvertently, I am sure, was done. 

You see, Mr. President, in the old 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law, if an 
across-the-board cut was going to 
occur, it occurred off of something 
that was real. What? Current law. So 
you looked out there and said, "Here 
are all the appropriations and entitle­
ments and whatever we took out of 
the budget is out; then, cut across the 
board." 

Well, interestingly enough, the new 
baseline, the hypothetical line from 
which you cut, is the current level. 
You add 4.2 percent to it. I assume, to 
be fair, you add the 4.2 percent to de­
fense also. 

Is that not interesting? You have do­
mestic raised 4.2 percent over this 
year's level, and you have defense 
raised 4.2 percent over this year's 
level. 

Do you know what that number is 
for defense? It is higher than anybody 
had in mind around here. It is higher 
than the $296 billion or the $301 bil­
lion. Now you are going to cut from 
that $11.5 billion, if, as a matter of 
fact, you have to do the whole $23 bil­
lion. You cut $11.5 billion. 

I will get to the fact that the way we 
read the language dealing with the se­
quester and the continuing resolution, 
no one is sure that it will be a 50-50 
split between defense and nondefense. 
Anyone who wants to stand up and say 
they are sure of that with this lan­
guage does not read English. But theo­
retically that is the case. 

Well, Mr. President, that leaves you 
with a defense number after the se­
quester of about $280 billion in budget 

authority, or thereabouts, depending 
on the outlay to budget authority 
ratio. 

Well, my friends, we may have the 
biggest surprises of our lives. There is 
no willingness on the part of the Con­
gress at this point to talk about raising 
defense, and you talk about raising 
taxes to get to the $23 billion. Is it not 
going to come as a shock if Ronald 
Reagan says, "Well, you did it to your­
selves. You do not want to give me a 
reasonable amount for defense. I 
might have gotten $4 or $5 billion 
more than the sequester." 

Maybe. But nobody has assured him 
of it, so let us just let the sequester 
take place. 

"You all like this process so much so 
we are just going to do that." 

l\1r. President, I am not averse to 
cutting, but never, never, would I 
produce a budget to get $23 billion 
that would cut in a manner that an 
automatic sequester does. It just cuts 
everything across the board, assuming 
we know what the board is, which I 
am not sure we do. 

But I will give you my best judgment 
of how interesting that scenario might 
be. 

Well, in the event we have outdone 
ourselves and really come forth with a 
fix here, energy will be cut $1.2 billion, 
agriculture automatically $2.7 billion, 
education automatically $2.9 billion, 
income security___:.that is not Social Se­
curity; it is the other programs-$1.3 
billion; veterans' benefits, $1.6 billion. 
That is just a smattering of the se­
questers that the President is apt to 
leave in place since we are so generous 
in wanting to put in taxes, reduce no 
domestic programs in any orderly way, 
and then have no assurance that he is 
going to get anything on the defense 
side. 

Now, Mr. President, there are a lot 
more things that I want to talk about 
and I do, but in no way do I want to 
use the floor at this point if there are 
others who want to speak. It will take 
a little time to go through what the 
sequester means and how we absolute­
ly have no idea how we are going to se­
quester and how cuts will be applied to 
the continuing resolution and I clearly 
do not want to do all of that now. I 
want to seriously discuss the seques­
ter, how it applies, how you are going 
to measure continuing resolutions and 
just where the game plan for the $23 
billion is and where it is not. But I 
close by saying please remember, Sen­
ators, as you vote for this, you are 
about to be burned for the second time 
by having a sequester. This time, it is 
far more difficult to predict, and far 
less certain that it is really across the 
board. The way I read it, it could be 
far less than across the board. There 
can be many favored accounts. But 
you are going to have a sequester in 
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place on October 20-20 days into the 
fiscal year. 

And for those who say, "Oh, no, it is 
November 20," November 20 is the real 
final, final. But on October 20, 20 days 
into the fiscal year, you are going to 
sequester and withhold payment of 
the sequestered accounts pending a 
final determination on November 20, I 
think my friend from Massachusetts, 
Mr. CONTE, in his normal succinct 
manner, noted that after October 20 
there will not be enough bushes in the 
District of Columbia for all of the 
Members who voted for this bill to 
hide under. 

Now, they will not have to do that 
because they all have some way of ex­
plaining that they did not really vote 
for it, and they expected something 
else to happen in between, and really 
cannot be serious that we have not 
had a chance to fix this thing. We 
have all the accounts of Government, 
from those that are very good to some 
which many here might not think are 
so good. But all of them will be seques­
tered, across the board, in the event 
we have not changed that by a con­
tinuing resolution favoring some pro­
grams over others, and in the event 
some programs by their nature have 
not already spent out in the first 20 
days. There may be some, in which 
event I assume they will not be seques­
tered at all. 

After a while, I understand that 
people begin to think the language is 
technical," and probably ought to be 
left to the written reports. Maybe 
somebody will read them later. 

Well, I do not have any written re­
ports. All I can do is tell you how I 
feel, and I will have a few more things 
to say about this measure. But I must 
close by telling you my impression of 
this bill, as a master game plan for the 
next 6 years. 

First, I will make a prediction. I do 
not make this with quite the assurance 
I had when I said to the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin, "We will 
reach our target of $154 billion." But I 
believe that when we are all finished 
and we have done our duty here under 
this bill and raised taxes and cut de­
fense and a little tiny bit of entitle­
ment reform of $2 billion or $3 billion 
and passed the appropriations, is it not 
interesting that the following year, we 
start off of what? A new Gradison 
baseline. It has nothing to do with tar­
gets. It is sort of que sera sera-what­
ever it is it is. It is going to be $160 bil­
lion by the time we are through reesti­
mating all these things, and then we 
are going to say, we inflate that by 
Gradison and we cut off of it in order 
to get to a new, baseline. 

Yes, we will be so far from next 
year's target that the next President 
of the United States is going to say, 
"Let's sit down, troops. Let's talk 
about it. This won't work. You have 
been off every year. You are off again. 

You had a sequester. You raised taxes 
and you are still at $160 billion, and 
you haven't even come down. So don't 
hold me to this next 4 years of tar­
gets." 

So I am really not saying to anybody 
out there, as my distinguished friend, 
the junior Senator from Oregon, a 
former chairman of the Finance Com­
mittee, if you pass this, unemployment 
comes down, interest rates come 
down-hallelujah, we have saved the 
economy. 

Well, Mr. President, I really do not 
think anyone around watching our ac­
tivities responds on rhetoric. They re­
spond on intelligent analysis of what 
we have done, and they are not going 
to believe that we are on a 6-year 
game plan to a balanced budget when 
we have no fixed targets in the first 2 
years, when we have the kind of se­
quester game plan that is permitted 
here, when we do not even know what 
the continuing resolutions, instead of 
appropriations, are going to mean, 
when we have a very, very high possi­
bility that committees will put into 
their own bills what the baselines are. 
I look for that to be the next "jimmy" 
around here. You put it in your appro­
priations or some bill. Here is the base­
line for this program and do not fool 
with us. 

Now, obviously, the distinguished oc­
cupant of the chair will say we will 
catch that, and we will take care of it. 
Well, I am not too sure. Most appro­
priations are done in conference, and I 
can see a few of those coming down 
the line. 

So for now, at least, I have three or 
four Senators who want to chat a little 
bit on this. I need more time for 
myself, after a 5- or 10-minute break. I 
will be back shortly and complete my 
remarks. For now I thank the Chair 
and I yield the floor. 

Mr. CHILES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HoLLINGS). The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I did 

not get a chance to listen to all of the 
remarks of my distinguished colleague 
from New Mexico, and former chair­
man of the Budget Committee. But I 
did hear some of them. And I think I 
have the gist of those remarks, that is, 
we do not have a perfect solution here. 
This does not solve all of our prob­
lems. And you can say that a year 
from now there may be another prob­
lem, 2 years from now another prob­
lem, and there may be a problem that 
defense could get cut in this, and there 
may be a problem that revenues have 
to be raised in this. 

All of those are true. All those prob­
lems are there. This is not the end all, 
fix all. But, Mr. President, this is the 
next step that has to be taken if we 
want to go forward to another step to 
do something about the deficit. 

What if we do not pass this? And I 
think that is what we have to look at, 

because we are comparing this to 
nothing. It is, how do you like your 
mother-in-law compared to who? I 
think there has to be some kind of 
comparison that you have to make. 
And how do you like this compared to 
nothing? With nothing, first, we have 
chaos. With those financial markets 
with interest rates starting to go up, 
bond rates starting to go up, the stock 
market getting very shaky and acceler­
ating and decelerating at 30 or 40 
points a day or more, think of what it 
is going to do. One, if we have the 
chaos of having no debt ceiling, run­
ning out of money at midnight sort of 
tonight, or supposedly we fall off the 
cliff a few days from now; but also if 
we have that kind of chaos, and then 
the sort of certainty out there that we 
have abandoned the discipline or at­
tempting to do anything about the 
deficit. 

This is the signal it sends: That you 
are abandoning, you have forgot about 
it, the Congress decided this thing was 
popular for a few years but when we 
came to the point where it might get 
binding, we might have to do some­
thing, we might have to get realistic 
with it, and as long as you have a $50 
billion float, nobody is going to vote 
for that sequester, and you are getting 
about where you may have to do some­
thing, then we quit. We abandon. That 
is what I think you had better com­
pare it with because that is the worst 
of all things that could happen. 

What happens with us? It is interest­
ing. I understand the junior Senator 
from Texas said this does not cause 
taxes. The Senator from New Mexico 
says this causes taxes. 

So you can take either one of those 
propositions, and either one of them 
can be true. Either one of them can be 
true depending on whether you want 
to assure a $23 billion sequester. 

Absolutely, you would not have to 
have any taxes, and maybe if you want 
to assure that there is not going to be, 
there has to be some revenue in this 
proposal if you are going to assure 
that. Again, if you want to protect de­
fense and get defense with the high 
tier, yes, there has to be some kind of 
revenue. 

But, on the other hand, you do not 
care about that. If you do not care 
about paying for defense or do not 
think the American people are ready 
to pay for defense for a level of de­
fense that we ought to have to really 
protect ourselves, then you can buy 
the sequester argument. You can say 
you can take that. 

But to me, Mr. President, we have to 
do something. And when we take this 
step, this not the end-all. Then we 
move to reconciliation. Everybody is 
saying but what about? This does not 
guarantee the high tier of defense. It 
does not. It does not guarantee the low 
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tier. It does not do either one of those 
things. 

But it is, again, the most important 
ingredient or the step that you must 
take if you are going to move on to 
reconciliation. If this is law I hope­
and the Senator from Florida has a 
hope in this, too, like the other 
people-at that point the White House 
and the President sits down with the 
leadership, Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Mr. 
BENTSEN, the leadership that will be 
working on this, the Speaker, the ma­
jority leader, the minority l~ader, the 
whip-those kind of people and say, 
look, now. Let us sit down and do 
something for the country. Now let us 
sit down and come up with a plan that 
will give some kind of certainty out 
there that finally we are going to kind 
of march in unison. 

Are we that far off from being able 
to do something with this at $23 bil­
lion? I say not. I say that with every­
body being able to win. There has to 
be some kind of situation in which the 
President can say, "I win, I finally 
made those fellows make those spend­
ing cuts first, and I finally made them 
do something to lock in a defense 
number. For 2 years-it could be 2 
years-for the remainder of my term." 
And Congress can say we finally got 
the President to sit down with us, and 
we finally got ourself on a track of 
how we would pay for defense, and 
how we would put that together. 

All that I thi::.1k is possible. Will it 
happen? It is the Senator from Flor­
ida's fondest hope that it will happen. 
It will not happen if we do not pass 
this. It will not have a chance of hap­
pening. That will be the end of that. It 
has the possibility and a chance of 
happening if we do pass this. That is 
why I think it is very important that 
we take this step and the House has 
done it. I am delighted to see the num­
bers and the way in which they have 
done it. 

I will speak a little further to that in 
a little while. It is the responsible 
thing now for the Senate to take this 
step. I certainly hope that we will. 

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, you have 

heard of legislation on a "fast track," 
well, this is legislation on the "tax 
track." And I believe that it is the 
wrong track for the American taxpay­
er. Once again, we have become mired 
on the road of good intentions. I speak 
of the conference report to reinstate 
the "big fix," the automatic spending 
reduction of the Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings process. There is a big question 
as to whether the conference report is 
in the economic best-interest of Amer­
ica. While some say it will reduce 
spending, others believe-that given 
the nature of Congress-it will not. 
Defense outlays will be cured, but I 

am doubtful that domestic spending 
will be restrained. 

Since coming to Congress, I have 
been a strong proponent of controlled 
spending. I have long believed the 
American people should spend their 
own money-when they want, where 
they want, and on what they want. 
Economists will tell you this is how 
our markets grow. To this end, I spon­
sored a constitutional amendment to 
balance the budget, and I have favored 
the Presidential line-item veto. These 
would encourage us to control spend­
ing without tax increases. In addition, 
I have repeatedly voted against meas­
ures which would increase Federal 
spending. 

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings proc­
ess-a process that began as a cost-cut­
ting and deficit reduction measure­
once again puts us firmly in a position 
for tax increases. And as we examine 
the conference report, we see that it 
could provide-intentionally or other­
wise-the grist needed to force the 
White House into a tax increase. The 
automatic-across the board-spend­
ing cuts included in this report are a 
trap for the President-a ticket to new 
taxes on a road to new revenues. 

This is the danger of the conference 
report we are considering now: auto­
matic spending reduction will inevita­
bly force a tax increase, unless, as Sen­
ator DoMENICI has pointed out, the 
President refuses to go along. It is no 
secret that the budget resolution, re­
cently passed by this body, included a 
$64 billion tax increase, and this con­
ference report could provide the op­
portunity. And herein lies the great 
irony. 

· Tax increase rarely, if ever, have re­
duced the Federal deficit. In fact, they 
often exacerbate the problem. The 
proof is in our history. While the 
theory of our past tax increases was to 
reduce the deficit, the reality was in­
creased spending. In fact, a recent 
study demonstrates that raising taxes 
is directly associated with increased 
deficits. For every dollar increase in 
taxes, there occurs $1.58 in new spend­
ing as Congress is determined to use 
what it collects-and then some. Con­
sidering this misguided habit, Mr. 
President, we cannot afford another 
tax increase. 

For 6 years-beginning with the tax 
cuts of 1982-President Reagan has re­
stored the economic confidence of 
America. Once again, we are proud 
and strong. The malaise of the seven­
ties has been overcome by a recovery 
that has created 13 million new jobs 
and ushered in an era that will soon 
become the longest peace-time expan­
sion since World War II. Recent histo­
ry has made it clear that a strong 
economy is the result of a decrease in 
taxes. I fully realize that many of my 
Republican colleagues who support 
this conference report to restore the 
automatic spending reductions do not 

want a tax increase. I realize they un­
derstand the danger attached to such 
an increase. But I want them to fully 
understand that these automatic 
spending reductions almost guarantee 
a tax increase. 

Mr. President, on April1, 1987, when 
the Senate first considered the Presi­
dent's veto of the highway bill, I said 
on the Senate floor: "We must face 
our large, looming budget deficits with 
candor, and I submit that those people 
whose favorite pork is in this budget­
busting legislation will be the first to 
come out in favor of a tax increase." 
Sixty-seven Members of the Senate 
voted to override the President's 
veto-and 56 Members passed the 
Senate version of the budget resolu­
tion that called for a tax increase of 
more than $88 billion over the next 3 
years. Many of the individuals who 
favor this agreement are the same 
who voted for the highway bill and 
other budget-busting bills. President 
Reagan has used his veto power re­
sponsibly; now if only Congress could 
be such a wise steward. 

During the 6 years that I served as 
chairman of the Committee on Gov­
ernmental Affairs, we repeatedly 
achieved success in managing our 
money and reducing our costs, as re­
quired in the budget resolutions. If 
each of us assumed financial responsi­
bility, we would have no need for 
Gramm-Rudman or a tax increase. 
But until then, when it comes to rais­
ing taxes, Congress should take Nancy 
Reagan's advice and "just say no!" 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I do not 
know whether there are other people 
who wish to speak on this. The Senate 
has a lot of business before it. 

My understanding is that there is a 
Senator on his way to the floor, so I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KERRY). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
while occupying the chair for the first 
time in 8 years, I listened with interest 
to the presentation of the Senator 
from New Mexico; the presentation of 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee, the Senator from 
Florida; and, of course, just a minute 
ago, the presentation of the distin­
guished Senator from Delaware, who 
protests that this Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings plan is really a plan to in­
crease taxes. 

On that score, Mr. President, let me 
speak to the point made by the Sena­
tor from Delaware [Mr. RoTH]. Yes, 
the Government has grown. A former 
Senator from South Carolina, Senator 
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Byrnes, whose desk-known as the 
John C. Calhoun desk-1 occupy, had 
a grand total of three people on his 
staff. I recall the time, not so long 
past, when Senators began their work 
at the beginning of March and were 
home in time for graduation speeches 
at the beginning of June. 

We fret about the growth of Govern­
ment, but, by and large, it has been 
positive growth. How often at the 
State level we used to be confronted 
with a request for services or funding, 
and the usual response was, "Oh, 
that's not a function of government." 
And, over the years, in the absence of 
State action, the Feds stepped in and 
took on one responsibility after an­
other. 

A good example is education. We 
always used to say that national de­
fense was the primary function of the 
Federal Government and that educa­
tion was the primary function of the 
State government. But we realized 
that, in fact, the job was not being ac­
complished adequately at the State 
level. The year before this Senator 
came to Congress in 1965, this body 
passed the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. Under title I, we have 
improved our dropout rates in the 
most disadvantaged areas of my State 
of South Carolina from a dropout rate 
of almost 87 percent to a positive grad­
uation rate of 67 percent. And the 
graduation rate gets better each year. 

So many social improvements of the 
last half century have been the result 
of Federal intervention, to protect the 
environment, to ensure equal protec-

• tion of the laws, to fight hunger and 
poverty, and in so many other areas. 
Yet this administration came to town 
proclaiming that Government is the 
enemy. It pledged to dismantle the 
puzzle-palaces on the Potomac, and to 
turn power and money back to the 
States. 

President Reagan appointed me and 
others to the Federalization Commis­
sion. Our mandate, supposedly, was to 
identify elements of the Federal Gov­
ernment that could be transferred to 
the States and cities, or abolished out­
right. The new administration's favor­
ite whipping boy was the Department 
of Education which, they said, should 
be done away with outright and forth­
with. 

. How ironic it is to see the distin­
guished President of the Senate, our 
national Vice President, on TV the 
other day being asked what his priori­
ty would be if he were elected Presi­
dent. He said education. 

Indeed, it is Mr. Bush who is belat­
edly being educated on the critical role 
of the Federal Government in ensur­
ing standards and quality and priority 
in the field of education. We have wit­
nessed a similar conversion with 
regard to the Department of Energy, 
another early target for extinction. 

Mr. President, I am proud that the 
Senate has consistently supported, on 
a bipartisan basis, both the Depart­
ment of Education and Energy. The 
Senator from Delaware does not speak 
for his party on these matters. He is in 
the minority. Pure and simple, his 
game plan in Kemp-Roth was to take 
away 25 percent of the Government 
revenues and thereby force us to stand 
and be counted. That was the catch 
phrase; we would have to stand up and 
be counted by voting revenues to fund 
specific programs we wanted. But it 
didn't work that way. 

The whole premise of Kemp-Roth 
was fallacious and naive. 

We heard in Chamber of Commerce 
halls across the land that all we had to 
do was make the people in Washing­
ton stand up and be counted if they 
wanted to spend more money. Well, we 
have gone 6 years in a row with $200 
billion more in spending each year 
than we were willing to stand up for: 
Republican, Democrat, President, Con­
gress alike. No one has called us to ac­
count. 

So, surely, after 6 years, the shake­
down cruise of Kemp-Roth has run 
aground. That chamber of commerce 
incantation about "making them stand 
up and be counted" has been exposed 
as just so much supply-side hokum. 

The wonder is that this body ever 
swallowed the Kemp-Roth snake oil in 
the first place. How could we sign off 
on the premise that if we would just 
have the courage to slash taxes, then 
we would be rewarded with a fiscally 
sound government? 

I opposed it at the time. I said I had 
never heard of a mayor who would 
dare say to the City Council of Boston, 
MA, or Charleston, SC, "What we 
need is supply side stimulus, so we are 
going to slash our revenue base by 25 
percent and grow our way out of the 
resulting deficit." 

Nonsense. Look at those States that 
refuse to tax and you will find third­
rate schools, people going hungry, and 
the mentally ill wandering the streets. 

We need an activist Federal Govern­
ment. We need a government the size 
it is today: a trillion-dollar Govern­
ment. That is one thing we have 
proved in recent years. President 
Reagan and the Congress, Republican 
and Democratic, conservative and lib­
eral, all agree that we need and want a 
trillion-dollar Government. The only 
question is whether we have the disci­
pline and courage to pay for it. 

Some would have allocated more to 
defense. Others would have allocated 
more on the domestic side. But there 
is a basic, bipartisan consensus that we 
need a trillion-dollar government. 
Indeed, we have been reelected on 
that score. 

As I said, what we have not yet come 
to grips with is the necessity of paying 
for that trillion-dollar government. 
The Senator from Delaware-as if to 

prove there is no education in the 
second kick of a mule-speaks as 
though we still have the luxury of re­
ducing revenues, forgoing taxes, and 
whoopee, we will grow our way out of 
deficits. Well, we haven't grown our 
way out of deficits. We have grown 
into deficits, into the dubious honor of 
being the greatest debtor nation in the 
world. In 1984 we were still a creditor 
nation. Today, we owe some $330 bil­
lion in debt to foreigners, more than 
Mexico, Argentina, and Brazil com­
bined. I repeat: We haven't grown our 
way out. We have grown our way in. 

And there is an awesome price to be 
paid for these twin budget and trade 
deficits. Indeed, the one compounds 
the other. Our budget deficits are the 
key culprit in the runup of our foreign 
debt and trade imbalances. We 
thought we could find an easy way out 
by devaluing the dollar. But not even 
that has worked. Instead of growing 
our way out of the budget deficits, we 
have grown our way into deficits in 
the balance of trade. 

We are in an unprecedented econom­
ic crisis. Yet, even at this late hour, we 
still hear this fanciful litany from the 
distinguished Congressman from Buf­
falo and the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware. The Kemp-Roth 
crowd still assures us, "Don't worry. 
We are going to grow out of it." But in 
essence, we have returned to the latter 
days of the Roman Senate where they 
bought the people's votes with bread 
and circuses. The only difference is 
that we are buying votes not with 
bread and circuses, but with the fruits 
of the next generation, our children 
and grandchildren. 

Of course Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
is an imperfect tool. But it has worked, 
despite its flaws. 

The genesis of Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings was in an experience this Senator 
had back in the 1950's. I proudly went 
to New York to the bond-rating 
houses, and said, "Look, I balanced the 
budget." They said, "Governor, that is 
fine. But we have a lot of States that 
temporarily do that. How can we 
count on your doing it again and again 
and again?" 

I answered, "We have a little gim­
mick in the law whereby the comptrol­
ler must constantly keep the Governor 
informed that expenditures have not 
exceeded revenues. If there is a deficit, 
there must be automatic cuts across 
the board." Forty-three States have 
adopted this tactic. And now we have 
it at the Federal level with Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings. It is imperfect be­
cause the State and the Federal Gov­
ernments operate differently. 

There are tremendous swings in rev­
enues at the Federal level. A !-percent 
difference in unemployment will 
create about a $30 billion swing; a !­
percent difference in real growth will 
give you another $14 billion swing. 
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Men and women of good will can make 
faulty economic projections that 
throw the budget off by $50 billion. 
Yet even in this chaotic budgetary en­
vironment, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
has worked. It brought a $221 billion 
deficit down to approximately $157 
billion, an unprecedented accomplish­
ment. 

As one of the sponsors of Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings, I have become 
about as popular as the itch around 
this town and out on the political trail. 
In the last election every group I met 
said, "You cut our budget." Whether 
it is on farm payments, community 
ACTION programs, you name it, wher­
ever I went, the Washington crowd 
had sent the word down that, "Your 
program was not being funded on ac­
count of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.'' 
So I know the unpopularity of this 
measure. I know the pique of certain 
Senators who say "Oh, these fellows 
have let their vanity run away with 
them. They think Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings is a panacea." 

Not so. We know its imperfections 
and we know of its unpopularity. We 
also know that no viable alternative 
has appeared on a white horse. 

Referring to the Senator from New 
Mexico, I too could sulk in the corner. 
I agree with everything he said, with 
all his reservations. I have said, going 
back to June, that many of our work­
ing economic assumptions were wrong. 
Accordingly, I was not surprised when 
the deficit projection ballooned. We 
were playing with smoke and mirrors. 
But once defeated in conference, you 
don't retreat to the sidelines and pout. 

We live in the real world. The 
Senate practices the art of the possi­
ble. And in that light, I commend the 
Senator from Florida and the Senator 
from Texas who worked doggedly to 
fashion this compromise and to pre­
serve the teeth of Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings, the automatic trigger. 

Mr. President, we feel pressure at 
the moment. It certainly is not the 
salesmanship of PHIL GRAMM and 
FRITZ HOLLINGS. They would say, 
"Those two fellows never met Dale 
Carnegie." On the contrary, it is pres­
sure from the American public. That 
message has come through again and 
again and again. 

Labor leaders, farmers, main street 
merchants all give us one clear mes­
sage: go on back up there to Washing­
ton and start paying the bills. 

And time, Mr. President, is very 
short. Because if a recession hits, the 
jig is up, it will be too late. Transfer 
payments_ for unemployment and wel­
fare will skyrocket. Revenues will 
plummet. The deficits will dwarf 
today's levels, and we will find our­
selves trapped in a negative downward 
vortex from which there will be no 
escape. 

Of course there is one alternative to 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. We can 

ignite a rip-roaring inflation and 
debase both our currency and our debt 
as Germany did before the war. 

Thank God, no one is advocating 
such a catastrophic course. But we are 
reaching the point where an inflation­
ary dynamic will take over-an infla­
tionary impetus that a hundred 
Volckers will not be able to stop. 

The Senator from New Mexico is 
correct that this budget process is be­
coming hideously complex. He has 
been the leader. He knows and under­
stands the reconciliation bills, the 
cross-walks, all the techniques of this 
complicated budget process. His dire 
scenario could come true. But some­
thing else could occur that is worse. As 
the Senator from Florida has noted so 
eloquently, we could arrange one 
grand fiscal train wreck by pushing 
ahead with a sequester. If the debt 
limit expires tonight, a sequester vote 
is in order. A sequester would require 
a $23 billion cut in defense outlays, a 
$44 billion cut in budget authority. Is 
that preferable to this imperfect 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings fix? 

I want to address one specific con­
cern that several of our colleagues 
have about the impact of the new 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. I am refer­
ring to the funding level for National 
Defense in the budget. As you will 
recall, the Budget Resolution provides 
two levels for defense dependent upon 
revenue action taken by the Congress 
and the President. These are referred 
to as the high-tier and low-tier levels. 
The BA and outlays for the high tier 
are $296 and $289.5 billion respective­
ly; the BA and outlay levels for the 
low tier are $289 and $283.6 billion re­
spectively. 

The Senator from New Mexico and 
others have protested that the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings fix will not 
guarantee that the high-tier can be 
achieved since the revenues in the res­
olution-approximately $19 billion­
have been reduced to roughly $12 bil­
lion in the new Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings. I would point out that the defi­
cit target for fiscal year 1988 has been 
increased from $108 to $144 billion in 
this fix and the deficit reduction 
amount from $36 billion in the resolu­
tion to $23 billion in the fix. These ac­
tions should ease the pressure on 
meeting the high-tier level. Nothing 
can be guaranteed about the eventual 
funding level for defense. That will 
depend upon the appropriations action 
on the defense bill. 

I believe defense comes out better 
under the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
fix than if we didn't have it. Let me 
point out why. If we had the sequester 
under current law, the defense cut 
would be about $23 billion-resulting 
in outlays of $256 billion. As part of 
the fix and if taxes were not raised, 
the defense cut would be roughly $11.5 
billion-resulting in outlays of about 
$279 billion. The defense cut under 

the proposed fix with the $12 billion 
anticipated in revenues under the fix, 
would likely be $2 to $5 billion-result­
ing in $284 to $287 billion in defense 
outlays. This is a far preferable out­
come than what we face under exist­
ing law. 

So, yes, you can end up with the low 
tier under this Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings fix. But, as a practical matter, 
you can also end up with the low tier 
without this fix. We cannot change 
the House of Representatives. They 
are going to vote the low tier. And I 
cannot think of a law, or a Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings, or a debt limit fix 
that guarantees what the Senator 
from New Mexico would want. There 
is no commandment that orders, 
"Thou shalt not vote the low tier.'' 
You would have to be King Solomon 
to avoid the low tier through this 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings fix. I do not 
know how to do it and I do not think 
anyone else does. 

Mr. President, I return to the imper­
ative for new revenues to begin to pay 
the Government's bills. In my budget 
alternative in the Budget Committee, 
this Senator called for $34 billion in 
new revenues. My budget got 8 votes 
in committee. The chairman's budget 
got only 12. My objective was to start 
to pay the bills now, before the elec­
tion year. It is the conventional 
wisdom that there will be no budget 
progress in a Presidential election 
year. Likewise, whoever is sworn in in 
January of 1989 will not be able to 
make progress on the deficits until the 
summer of 1989. And whatever action 
is taken in the summer of 1989 will not 
take effect until 1990. Can we wait 
that long to act? Can the economy 
withstand unabated extravagance and 
irresponsibility for two more full 
years. I think not. 

That is why I have advocated sub­
stantial new revenues. However, in the 
absence of that dramatic tax initiative, 
the very least we can do is to restore 
teeth and bite to Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings. 

Mr. President, there has been great 
wrangling over the issue of whether 
the next President should be bound by 
the trigger. Should the trigger be ex­
tended for 2 or 5 or 6 years, as called 
for in this fix? The House was more or 
less committed to 2 years. But the 
counterargument was, "Oh, no, we 
have got to have more than 2 years be­
cause you are only controlling Presi­
dent Reagan and not the next Presi­
dent." 

This is largely a pointless debate. We 
are not setting in concrete our fiscal 
course for the next 6 years. The next 
President will have his own mandate 
to set his own economic course as of 
January 1989. This has always been 
the case with a new President. 

When President Reagan took office 
in 1981, he submitted a program that 
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his present chief of staff, Senator 
Howard Baker, called a "riverboat 
gamble." The Vice President had 
called it voodoo economics, yet we still 
adopted it. The new President got his 
way. 

The power and the respect and the 
mandate of a new administration must 
be yielded to. The people want him to 
carry out his program. So don't pre­
tend that congressional initiatives like 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings are going to 
tie the new President's hands. 

So, let us not get all riled up about 
the term of the sequester. Keep your 
eye on the ball, which is to move this 
Government's finances back into bal­
ance. I remember when we looked 
upon a balanced budget as a grave re­
sponsibility. Under President Johnson, 
we Democrats were, in all candor, fear­
ful of the charge that we were big 
spenders. Accordingly, we agreed in 
December of 1968 to a 10-percent sur­
charge. We cut another $5 billion in 
spending. We achieved not just a bal­
anced budget but a surplus. Indeed, we 
gave Richard Milhous Nixon a surplus 
when he took office, in 1969. 

It is time for us to balance the 
budget once again. And I say to those 
who won the battle on Kemp-Roth, 
"You have had your fling with supply 
side. Now it's time to dry out and 
sober up." There is an echo in the 
deep cavern of debt: Foreign debt, 
trade debt, fiscal debt, the debt to be 
inherited by generations yet to come. 

Our responsibility is to move for­
ward by adopting this conference 
report. This is more than just a good 
settlement, it is an outstanding settle­
ment. Deep inside the collective con­
science of this Government, there is 
an urgent voice that cries out, "force 
us to do what is right on the budget. 
Stop as before we kill again." This 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings fix promises 
to save us from ourselves, from . our 
own perchant for folly. It puts the 
starch back in our quest for fiscal 
sanity and responsibility. I yield the 
floor. 

SENATE PAY RAISE PROCEDURES 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President and 
Member of this body, on the issue of 
whether or not this Gramm-Rudman 
fix is a proper fix, I will listen to the 
debate and later reach my conclusion. 
But I do want to draw this body's at­
tention to a subject that all of my 99 
colleagues would probably rather I not 
bring up. That is just exactly the way 
I presented this amendment when the 
debt limit resolution was debated in 
July. 

Mr. President, at that time I 
brought up an amendment to this res­
olution which deals with procedure, 
not the substance, of a congressional 
pay raise. It was the last amendment 
during that debate and that amend­
ment was adopted on an 84-to-4 vote. 

You would think anything that was 
adopted by an 84-to-4 vote in this body 
would go to the conference with the 
support of the Senate conferees. Even 
if it was not voted out of the confer~ 
ence committee, the Senate conferees 
should have at least fought forcefully 
for the Senate position. But that was 
not to be the case. 

I want to discuss this situation with 
this body because the pay raise issue is 
not going to go away. It might not be a 
part of the debate on the debt limit, 
but it is going to be brought up again 
and again. Until we make the congres­
sional pay procedure exactly the same 
as the procedure by which we appro­
priate every other penny, this issue 
will continue to come forth. 

What is that procedure? Simply that 
this body votes on the money to be 
spent. 

Under the present procedure of 
adopting a congressional pay raise, the 
Quadrennial Commission studies and 
makes its recommendations to Con­
gress and to the President. The Presi­
dent then reviews the Commission's 
report and issues his recommenda­
tions. That recommendation goes into 
effect unless this body and the other 
body reject those pay raises within the 
time limit. 

In other words, unless we take nega­
tive action, it is an automatic pay 
raise. This process is contrary to any 
way we spend every other single 
penny. 

Why should it be any different? 
Well, it is different only because of 
sensitivities about pay raises. There's a 
feeling that this body will never deal 
directly with that issue. It might be 
symptomatic of the problem we face 
with the whole issue of the annual 
deficit and the national debt. Maybe 
we don't have the guts to deal with it 
forthrightly. 

The Gramm-Rudman procedure in 
the conference committee may im­
prove upon that a little bit. For that 
reason, I may support it. But why 
don't we get right down to brass tacks? 
Basically, until we wrestle with small 
issues, something like our own pay 
raise, how will we ever be able to deal 
with the larger budget issues? 

So I want to use my time during this 
debate, Mr. President, to point out to 
this body that I think the procedure 
by which the conference committee 
dealt with the Grassley pay raise 
amendment is entirely wrong. In the 
future I will not assume that the vote 
of the Senate, even an 84-to-4 vote, in­
dicates the weight a measure will have 
in conference committee. I will not 
assume that the Senate conferees will 
fight for a Senate-passed provision, 
even if the Senate voted for that pro­
vision with an overwhelming majority. 

It is quite obvious from what I have 
said already, Mr. President, that I am 
very disappointed in the action of my 
colleagues on the conference commit-

tee. They failed to uphold the action 
of the Senate regarding this amend­
ment. 

The Senate conferees receded from 
the Grassley amendment without 
debate and without a rollcall vote. I 
suspect, Mr. President, that the 
Senate conferees receded with just 
somewhat of a smile or a snicker or a 
wink. 

How often does it happen, I ask my 
colleagues, that the conferees from 
the Senate recede, without even blink­
ing, from an amendment which their 
own Chamber had previously adopted 
by overwhelming margins? 

The accepted precedent in the other 
body, as well as in this body, is that 
conferees are expected to support the 
legislative positions of the Chamber 
they represent. To recede so easily in­
dicates to me that maybe the confer­
ees, who were part of the 84 Senators 
who voted for my amendment, per­
haps were not as sincere in their vote 
that late evening on July 31. 

Mr. President, my frustration is tar­
geted at the Members of the other 
body as well. Even though the House 
voted a day late to disapprove the pay 
raise early in February, the House did 
vote. My amendment would simply re­
quire that the pay raise not be enacted 
unless both Houses approve the raise. 
In other words, this would do away 
with the back-door approach of requir­
ing both Houses to disapprove the 
raise. 

It is ironic that the Members of the 
House opposed my amendment even 
though it is completely consistent 
with their actions of this past winter. 

Mr. President, the action of the con­
ference committee is irresponsible. 
The irresponsibility is further empha­
sized by the fact that the Senate voted 
on January 29 to disapprove this pay 
raise by a vote of 88 to 6. 

I do not believe, Mr. President, that 
it is in the best interest of the Senate 
to let the House unicamerally set con­
gressional pay policy. That is exactly 
what happened when the Senate con­
ferees silently deferred to the House 
conferees on this issue. 

We have allowed the Members of 
the House to override the Members of 
the Senate on this issue. We have al­
lowed them to do it without so much 
as debate or a record vote. 

In addition, I must remind my col­
leagues that the sense of the public is 
also crystal clear. More than the pay 
raise itself, Mr. President, constituents 
disapprove of the back door method 
by which Congress lets a pay raise 
become effective. I have received well 
over 3,500 letters and calls from 
Iowans who oppose the method by 
which the pay raise was received. I 
fear that using a back-door method 
creates an imperial class for Members 
of Congress, one which is exempt from 
public scrutiny. 
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I believe, Mr. President, that this 

type of elitism is not suitable for Mem­
bers of the most powerful democratic 
body in the world. 

Mr. President, the Senate will have 
other chances to redeem itself and 
adopt similar amendments dealing 
with the congressional pay raise. 

This issue will not quietly go away. 
Not only do I fully expect my Senate 
colleagues to adopt this proposal at 
some future date, I also expect that 
Senate conferees in the future will 
give more support to the Senate's posi­
tion in the conference committee. 

Mr. President, I also would like to 
bring up that perhaps the conferees of 
the other body did not know exactly 
what my amendment did. I want to 
share with my colleagues a letter I re­
ceived from a Member of the other 
body. I have full respect for this 
Member. When I was a Member of the 
other body for 6 years, he always ap­
proached me with gentlemanly regard. 
In reference to his letter to me, I can 
only conclude that he did not read the 
amendment before he drew his conclu­
sions. This colleague of mine, a Con­
gressman from New York, CHARLES 
RANGEL, began this letter to me with 
the following sentence: 

I received a copy of your dear colleague 
letter in connection with abolishing the 
Quadrennial Commission. 

I will not read the rest of his letter, 
but I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
we..s ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, August 12, 1987. 

Hon. CHARLEs GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC 

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: I received a copy 
of your "Dear Colleague" in connection 
with abolishing the Quadrennial Commis­
sion. 

As a member of the Conference Commit­
tee, I suggested that the amendment which 
you are supporting apply only to the 
Senate. If the Senate is so hell-be.i.lt on re­
stricting salary increases without a vote, 
why don't you just change your rules and do 
just that? On the other hand, if the reason 
for your amendment was merely to get pub­
licity, then you accomplished your purpose 
and once again the House protected the 
Senate as the amendment was rejected. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES B. RANGEL, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, that 
first sentence says it all. My amend­
ment did not abolish the Quadrennial 
Commission. My amendment did not 
change any of the procedures by 
which the Senate and the House 
would consider the recommendations 
of the Quadrennial Commission. The 
members of the Commission would 
still go about their business. The Com­
mission would still impartially study 
the salaries, as they have always done. 

They would make their suggestions to 
the President and to Congress. 

The only thing that my amendment 
does is not allow that pay raise to go 
into effect automatically. We would 
have to actually vote up or down on 
those recommendations. The recom­
mendations of the Commission would 
not go into effect unless approved by 
the majority of both the House and 
the Senate. 

So my amendment does not touch 
the Commission. It is clear that my 
friend in the other body, the Congress­
man from New York-and Lord knows 
how many other conferees-did not 
even bother to read this amendment. 
This, in and of itself, is irresponsible. 

So when we revisit this issue in the 
future, and I speak to future conferees 
who will be dealing with this issue, I 
hope that my friends will take note of 
the fact that this body has already 
spoken on an 84 to 4 vote. I hope they 
will not take lightly the position of 
the Senate. 

In closing, Mr. President, I am very 
disappointed that the conferees did 
not deal with this issue as they should 
have dealt with it. However, the inabil­
ity or unwillingness of the conferees to 
deal with this will not interfere with 
my judgment of the overall conference 
committee recommendations. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. D'AMATO addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BREAUX). The Senator from New York. 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 

would like to discuss some questions 
with the conference committee, and 
with the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. DoMENICI], clarifying for me and 
maybe my colleagues, certainly the 
people of this country, how this se­
quester process will actually work. 

As I understand the unachieved defi­
cit reduction in section 102 of this bill, 
it sets out some $23 billion for the up­
coming fiscal year. That figure is fixed 
and will become the sequester figure 
on October 20. Is that correct? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Now we have in this 
bill an elaborate mechanism for defin­
ing the baseline by which this $23 bil­
lion figure was calculated. Since the 
bill defines the technical and economic 
assumptions for fiscal year 1988, it 
seems to me we ought to be able to tell 
the American public today what that 
$23 billion. means. I wonder if I can 
ask my colleague if the following fig­
ures provided to me by the Budget 
Committee staff are accurate and rep­
resent what a $23 billion sequester 
means with the budget resolution as­
sumptions: Housing programs will be 
cut by $3.2 .billion in budget authority 
below the budget resolution assump­
tions. Transportation programs will be 
cut $3.1 million below the budget reso­
lution assumptions. Education pro­
grams will be cut $2.9 billion below the 

budget resolution assumptions. Health 
programs including AIDS research, 
National Institutes of Health grants 
will be cut $2.3 billion below the 
budget resolution assumptions. The 
question is, are these estimates cor­
rect? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to my 
good friend from New York, as I indi­
cated this morning, we really have a 
very strange situation, as the Senator 
stated so eloquently. The sequester 
number is not arrived at until October 
20. Being a member of the Appropria­
tions Committee, the Senator knows 
that by October 1 we must vote on 
something in appropriations. I do not 
know what it will be. The current esti­
mate is that it will be a continuing res­
olution at this year's level for 30, 40, 
45 days. 

If that is the case-and that is what 
I am assuming-it would carry well 
beyond October 20. It is my under­
standing that the continuing resolu­
tion would be irrelevant to the calcula­
tions, at least that first one. These 
numbers are our best estimates of 
what the sequester would then read. 

Now, we have no official reading on 
it from the Congressional Budget 
Office. We have asked. Maybe they 
did not have time. Maybe nobody 
wants the numbers out. But, in any 
event, I think these are reasonably ac­
curate, and very close to what will be 
waiting around for the so-called fix, 
come November 20. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Let me go one step 
further. We have addressed the do­
mestic side. Let me ask, what would be 
the final defense budget authority and 
outlay level under a $23 billion seques­
ter? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Well, again here, as 
the Senator well knows, the intention 
is that half of $23 billion in outlays be 
charged to the defense account. If our 
arithmetic is right, that should be 
$11.5 billion in outlays. 

We do not really know how the 
budget authority will spend out be­
cause, as the Senator well knows, some 
spend out rapidly, some spend out 
slowly. 

I am going to give an estimate, and 
that is all it is. It is going to be some­
where around $280 billion in budget 
authority and $279 billion in outlays. I 
would not be surprised, however, if on 
budget authority it was slightly lower 
because of the budget authority 
outlay ratio. But that is in the ball-

·park. 
I am sorry nobody can give the Sena­

tor anything better. It is one of the 
real problems we have with a floating 
baseline, when you are cutting from 
hot air, as I called it, because, as the 
Senator well knows, somehow or an­
other we add 4.2 percent to everything 
before we sequester. I do not quite un­
derstand the rationale for that, but 
that is where we are, so we are cutting 
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off a higher baseline in defense than 
reality. This is theoretical, but about 
right. 

Mr. D'AMATO. If I recall correctly, 
the Appropriations Committee set an 
allocation for the defense aggregate 
level at about $289 billion in budget 
authority, $284 billion in outlays. If 
these numbers are correct, then Con­
gress plans to give the President only 
about $3 billion in outlays more than 
what would have happened under a se­
quester. So I ask my good friend from 
New Mexico, the distinguished rank­
ing member, in the context of these 
numbers, did the conference include 
language like that in the budget reso­
lution which said that if you raise 
taxes, more money would be available 
for defense, raising it to the so-called 
high-tier level? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I compliment my 
friend for asking the question because 
I think it is really relevant, although 
some will say that it was never bind­
ing. But the Senator was here. Here­
calls the only reason that the budget 
resolution, from which we are appro­
priating, which is now not going to be 
carried out, except on the domestic 
side, the reason that so many votes 
were forthcoming from the other side 
of the aisle was because there was a 
dialog about a so-called high-tier level 
in defense going to $296 billion. The 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, Senator NUNN, said that was 
barely enough but maybe livable. And 
as a consequence, ttey put another 
tier in and said, "If you vote in this 
reconciliation bill with these taxes, 
you get the high tier." 

The Senator recalls that. Now, it will 
be said that was never binding. But in 
answer to the Senator's question, no, 
taxes will be voted in under this new 
fix with no language saying that any 
of it gets allocated to defense. As a 
matter of fact, when I asked the 
Senate conferees to do it, the answers 
were, "We will see that it is done 
sometime later, but it would sure de­
stroy this conference if we even tried 
to do such a thing in this Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings rebirth. We just 
cannot see our way to give that to the 
House. It would probably kill the bill." 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
truly baffled. This sequester will 
result in significant cuts in domestic 
programs well below our own budget 
blueprint, some close to the levels that 
the President has been requesting and 
that the Congress will not go along 
with. Obviously they are cuts that not 
only this Senator cannot support but 
others in the area of education, in the 
area of health. We talk about the dual 
crisis that we face with drug addiction 
and the AIDS epidemic, housing 
which has already been slashed by 70 
percent; transportation, $3.1 billion. 
Does that cover the Federal Aviation 
Administration? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Air safety? 
Mr. DOMENICI. FBI. 
Mr. D'AMATO. FBI, Coast Guard, 

drug interdiction. So this sequester 
will result in a defense level not much 
different than that the Congress was 
going to give the President anyway, 
and it appears, as the Senator from 
New Mexico has just pointed out, that 
taxes were raised to pay for defense. I 
have to ask my friend, if all this is 
true, then for what reason would the 
President want to negotiate a budget 
with us and why would he not just let 
the sequester cuts go into effect? If we 
are not going to give him nor ap­
proach those levels in defense, we are 
going to raise taxes and cut the domes­
tic programs, why would he not just 
allow that sequester to take place? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Well, again I say to 
my good friend from New York, he has 
made the argument that I made, it 
was not my only argument for being 
against this proposal, but he has suc­
cinctly put the argument I made 
before the Senate 1% hours ago. I 
really believe, unintentionally, we put 
this process in believing the President 
would never let a sequester go in; he 
would negotiate; that is what it was in­
tended to do. Both the executive and 
legislative branches would negotiate, 
with good cause. I have concluded that 
the pendulum is much the other way 
now, based on what I know the posi­
tion to be of the overwhelming majori­
ty of the members of the conference, 
who were looking at taxes, who were 
looking for little or no domestic re­
straint, not talking about the cuts the 
Senator is speaking of-just no reform 
or anything. 

So where do you pick up all the 
cuts? They have to be in defense. So 
you are only looking at raising taxes 
to try to get some adequate defense 
number, or leaving this sequester in. It 
seems to me that there is as much a 
chance the President will leave these­
quester, as he would try to fix it. 

Mr. D'AMATO. We have created the 
situation, then if I might say, of why 
should the President come to the table 
to negotiate. Why should he not let 
the sequester take place. The military 
is going to be brought to levels unac­
ceptable in either event and yet taxes 
are going to be poured on on top of 
that, something he has indicated he 
will not support, and the domestic cuts 
that he seeks to make will take place 
under the sequester. Is that not the 
point the Senator makes? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I think the Senator 
makes a very good point. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, there 
certainly is a need for fiscal policy and 
spending restraints, but I find that 
this process is becoming irrational and 
increasingly irresponsible. 

I understand that the automatic se­
quester is intended to impose disci­
pline. It is supposed to compensate for 
our failure to govern. 

And we have failed to govern. We 
have failed to make the tough cuts. 

Mr. President, it will not work. We 
have tied ourselves to some magic 
standards that are in themselves 
meaningless. Why try to eliminate the 
deficit in 5 or 6 years if it turns out 
that we can reasonably do it in 7 or 8 
years by setting realistic, achievable 
goals? What is magic about 6 years 
when we have to deceive ourselves and 
work from targets and figures that are 
not reasonable when 40 days from now 
or 6 months from now we will admit to 
the public and to ourselves that we 
have not been using the right figures? 
I think what we see is our cutting our 
preparedness, our infrastructure, our 
provisions to support and shelter for 
the needy in order to try to meet an 
unrealistic yearly goal that in itself 
means nothing. When I say let us look 
at the experience we had, and I voted 
for this bill, I voted for Gramm­
Rudman and the fix. I went through 
the games ctf saying, yes, we are going 
to achieve these cuts when we knew 
and we started from the baseline that 
was $40 billion off. Then we wonder 
why when we go to the marketplace 
the financial community shudders be­
cause they say you are never really 
giving us a true picture, you are really 
never going to cut and you cannot 
make these cuts over 5 years. What is 
magic about 6 years? Why? Why do we 
not look at something that is achieva­
ble, meaningful, and start with a real­
istic position? 

Some with some economic theory 
say if we do not make these cuts in 6 
years, really hit the targets in 8 years, 
and really come in below, something is 
wrong with that. Then we started with 
5 years. Last year I was told, no. We 
have to show it is going to work over 5 
years. It did not work, and we looked 
bad. I think we are riding for that kind 
of fall once again. 

I will tell you. We had better be 
careful because I would not blame the 
President given what he had indicated 
he must have and needs, and he sees 
as realistic. He probably will. He prob­
ably will allow the sequester to come 
into play. If he does, I wonder what 
my friends and colleagues here in the 
Congress are going to say when those 
cuts are made? Are we going to blame 
the President? I think it is irresponsi­
ble. What do we say to those people 
who do not get adequate shelter, hous­
ing, and what do we say as we talk 
about safety in the skies when we are 
cutting the FAA? What do we say 
about the Coast Guard when we talk 
about the war on drugs and we do not 
have sufficient funds there-all of 
those programs? And by the same 
token we are imperiling defense. My 
friends' laudable effort has become, it 
seems to me, and irrational process 
with its own momentum. We should be 



September 23, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 24981 
countering productive artificial pro­
posals. 

I want to congratulate my friend 
from New Mexico for keeping his 
head, sense of responsibility, and 
trying to bring some comon sense back 
to this effort. I want to serve notice. 
This business of saying those of us 
who have realistic, reasonable inquir­
ies as to how this process is going to 
work should not be turned around and 
say you are then for a lack of fiscal re­
straint. Quite on the contrary, I say 
let us work with some real numbers, 
from some reasonable levels and from 
some targets and goals that we know 
can be achieved realistically, not from 
targets and goals where we play 
games, conjure up; and those who do 
not care about certain programs and 
the budget process see to it that they 
suffered terribly; and those who have 
needs that are maybe not important 
for one reason but are important for 
another reason in the country are 
faced with a dilemma where it has 
been said they could not care about 
fiscal restraint. 

Let us have the true, reasonable, at­
tainable fiscal restraints so that the 
marketplaces will respond so that we 
do not have to come back in a couple 
of days or months and say that we are 
off our target, that our estimates were 
wrong, that we were attempting to cut 
too much of any one point in time. 
And that is what we did last time. I 
predict we will be doing it again. 

I would like to serve notice that I be­
lieve if we move forward in the 
ma...""Uler that has been prescribed that 
it is a prescription for disaster. 

Mr. RUDMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Who controls time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

is no control over time. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if the 

Senator will yield to me for an an­
nouncement. I would like to accommo­
date my friend from Florida, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
who asked me how much longer we 
need. There are no time limits on this. 

Let me say I understand that the 
distinguished Senator, ranking 
member of Appropriations, Senator 
IIATFIELD, has some questions. I am 
now checking with Senator ARM­
STRONG as to whether or not he desires 
some time. He asked there be no time 
limits on this. It is out of deference to 
him that I should say that I am con­
tacting him. As far as the Senator 
from New Mexico is concerned, I need 
a little bit more time. But it is nothing 
substantial. Perhaps over the course of 
the next hour or hour and a half I will 
need half an hour, and I will try to 
contact these other Senators and be 
able to report on where we stand. 

Mr. CHILES. Does the Senator 
think there is any way we can shop 
and see if there is a unanimous-con-

sent agreement to limit time? You 
know how these things go. We always 
keep going and keep going. We know 
we have the Defense authorization bill 
that is there on our plate. That is 
something that is going to keep us 
here late at night, all Thursday night 
maybe and later. It seems like to me if 
we want to accommodate everybody 
on this, if we could say within an hour 
and a half or something. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say again to 
my friend, the chairman of the com­
mittee, I will try that. But I think that 
is just-not from my standpoint, but 
from those who have spoken to me­
slightly premature. But I will try in 
the next 15 or 20 minutes to see if we 
can do that. 

Mr. RUDMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Hampshire is recog­
nized. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, in 
order to conform to the request of the 
Senator from Florida and the Senator 
from New Mexico, I will keep my re­
marks brief. A great deal has been said 
this morning. Before the Senator from 
New Mexico leaves the floor, I am not 
going to ask him a question, I want to 
make a comment. 

I think it is well known around here 
that the Senator from New Mexico, 
both in his capacity as chairman of 
the Budget Committee for a number 
of years, and the Senator from Florida 
in his capacity as chairman at this 
time, both deserve the highest praise 
for what they have done for deficit re­
duction. As a matter of fact, I think it 
can be fairly said that although 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bears the 
names of the Senators from Texas, 
New Hampshire, and South Carolina, 
that the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. DOMENICI] and the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. CHILES] deserve as much 
credit as anyone for the positive 
impact that legislation has had over 
the last 2 years. They have, in fact, led 
the fight to reduce deficit spending. 

Thus I find it regrettable, Mr. Presi­
dent, that after a number of years of 
standing shoulder-to-shoulder with 
the Senator from New Mexico on this 
matter, and after supporting his initia­
tives on many occasions, that we have 
come to a disagreement. I understand 
his news. I listened carefully to the 
Senator from New Mexico. I have 
enormous respect for his judgment 
and his opinions. Much of what he 
said about this fix is correct. I do not 
disagree with some of his specific con­
cerns. But I think there is a larger 
question involved here. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Before the Senator 
gets on to his real substance, and I ap­
preciate his kind remarks-and I do 
not mean to denigrate them as not 
real substance-but I understand the 
Senator will now make his argument 
in favor. Let me just say to my friend, 
this is about as tough a decision as I 

have had to make. I have been work­
ing on this proposition for years. I 
think it is commonly known, since the 
two of the major sponsors are here, 
that the idea and the legacy is yours, 
but we really did work very hard to 
make it something within the frame­
work of this budget policy, something 
workable. I think we offered some­
thing like 100 constructive amend­
ments when we put the package to­
gether. I think we agree they were 
helpful, when I was chairman of the 
Budget Committee. And I was delight­
ed to do that. 

It is with real regret that I just do 
not believe this approach is going to 
work. I am very sorry that is the case. 
I do not have any false hope about 
this. My version is not going to win 
here on the floor of the Senate. There 
will be a number of Senators in the 
middle on both sides. There is no ques­
tion they are going to vote for it be­
cause they are going to conclude that 
there is no other game in town. 

I have tried my best to make sure 
that everybody votes with a clear un­
derstanding, as clear as humanly possi­
ble under a difficult situation like this. 
I just hope that everybody will know 
1, 2, or 3 months from now, as clearly 
as possible, what they voted for. 

I hope the Senator understands that 
I said some things about the Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings fix that I would not 
have said about it 3 years ago, that I 
would not have said about it a year 
ago, and that I would not have said of 
a permanent fix of the type we origi­
nally sponsored. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I thank the Senator. 
I might add, Mr. President, that the 

original 2 or 3 minutes of what I had 
to say I considered substantive be­
cause, most sincerely, no one has done 
more for deficit reduction than the 
Senator from New Mexico and the 
Senator from Florida. 

I think it regrettable that the Sena­
tor from New Mexico takes that posi­
tion. I understand his objections, and 
many of them are valid. We do not 
have any disagreement on that. 

So we come down to what the Sena­
tor from New Mexico said a moment 
ago, and that is, to paraphrase him, 
what other game is there in town? 
There is no other game in town. 

The basic question this body must 
address is not nearly as complex, it 
seems to me, as we could make it. Let 
me put it the way I see it, and let ev­
erybody make his or her choice. 

Are we more or less likely to reduce 
the deficit with this fix or without this 
fix? The procedural situation we are 
faced with is interesting. We are going 
to have a vote on this conference 
report. By our rules, it is not amend­
able. Therefore, even though the Sen­
ator from New Mexico may have some 
sterling ideas he would like to offer, 
he will not get that opportunity. 
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Let me hasten to add that the Sena­

tor from New Mexico and others have 
been working in the vineyards for the 
past 4 months in the conference com­
mittee, and thus, what was finally pro­
duced in the conference committee is 
probably the best we are going to get, 
no matter how many votes we have. 

So the question comes back to the 
simple one: Are we more or less likely 
to reduce the deficit with this fix than 
without it? I think the answer is 
almost a rhetorical one. The answer is, 
obviously, that we are more likely to 
reduce the deficit with it. It is hypo­
thetically possible that we will reduce 
the defit without it? Of course, it is. 
But is it likely? I do not think so. 
Unless we have this mechanism in 
place, there is no way we will have the 
force of coercion, if you wish, at recon­
ciliation time to force that grand 
meeting we have all been waiting for 
with the leadership of these bodies 
and the President of the United 
States. 

On the way over here this morning, 
it occurred to me that there was a 
letter circulating that I wanted to 
make everyone aware of, because it is 
a remarkable letter. It is remarkable 
not for its content but for the signato­
ries to the letter. It is dated Septem­
ber 21 and says, "Support the confer­
ence report on the debt limit exten­
sion." Let us see who signed it on the 
Democratic side: Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, 
Mr. FOLEY, Mr. GRAY, Mr. PANETTA, 
Mr. COELHO, CLAUDE PEPPER, and 
BUDDY MAcKAY. 

Kind of interesting, considering 
what some of those folks had to say 
about Gramm-Rudman-Hollings about 
2 years ago. I still have the scars of 
some of the things they said, as does 
the Senator from Texas. 

Let us look at the Republican side: 
JOHN DUNCAN, ROBERT MICHEL, TRENT 
LoTT, BILL FRENZEL, and WILLIS D. 
GRADISON, JR. 
It seems to me that when you get 

signatories of those divergent political 
philosophies to agree that this is the 
best we could do, we ought to pay 
some attention to it. These people, I 
must say, both in my party and in the 
party of the other side of the aisle, are 
widely divergent in their views on 
spending priorities, taxes, priorities on 
defense, and all the other issues that 
we face. 

Mr. P1'esident, let us look at how we 
got here. If there is any secret, let us 
expose it. The problem we have been 
fighting the last 5 years is very simple. 
The President says we need more de­
fense spending and I agree with him 
on that. The President says the way 
we are going to pay for that defense 
spending is to take it from certain do­
mestic programs because we do not 
want new taxes. The President is enti­
tled to say that. Maybe he is right; 
maybe that is the way we should do it. 
But there have been people on this 

side of the aisle as well as the other 
side of the aisle who have said: "Yes, 
we want more defense, but we're not 
willing to take it from education, from 
the environment, from health pro­
grams, from highway programs, from 
foreign aid, and from other accounts." 
So. what do we do? We do neither, and 
we borrow the money. That is where 
we are today, with a debt reaching 
over the $2 trillion level. 

Really, what I am talking about here 
today is fairly simple. If we do not 
pass this, I think I can predict with 
some certainty-! am only in my 7th 
year here, but I think there are some 
things I can predict-! predict that 
without this fix. we will not have a 
reconciliation bill that will in any sig­
nificant way reduce the deficit. If we 
do not pass this bill, we will still face 
the same budgetary problems. Of 
course we must fund all the high pri­
ority programs. So. what will we do? 
We will borrow the money-just an­
other few billion dollars. that is all. 
It seems to me that there are some 

people in this town who think it is all 
right to borrow money to fund de­
fense. and there are others who seem 
to believe that it is all right to borrow 
money to fund social programs. Let me 
go on the record and say that I think 
it is all right in neither case. Enough is 
enough. 

When you look at the composite of 
this year's Federal budget-when you 
look at the top three items-it is 
enough to chill the blood that flows in 
your veins. Social Security and Medi­
care is the largest expenditure-not 
unexpected; defense is second-not un­
expected; and what is third? Third is 
interest on the debt. I am not sure 
that I have the figure precisely. but 
we are going to pay $135 billion to 
$155 billion this year in net interest­
much of it, I might add, is being paid 
to people overseas who hold U.S. Gov­
ernment securities. Is it any wonder 
that economists say that although we 
appear to be in good economic shape. 
there is a thin line between continued 
prosperity and economic disaster? 

So here we are with the Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings fix. and what does it 
say? It says that this year we will face 
a $23 billion sequester unless we meet 
our responsibilities. What we have to 
do, Mr. President. is the art of the pos­
sible. That is what democratic repre­
sentative government is all about. 

If it means more taxes than the 
President wants. he will have to bite 
that bullet if he wants his defense 
budget; and if someone else wants 
higher levels for social programs, he 
will have to bite that bullet, too. The 
final product must be what the major­
ity of votes in this body will produce. 
not what some ideology believes it 
should produce. 

When I was in New Hampshire this 
past August, a number of people asked 
me whether Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 

was dead. and I said I did not think so. 
I thought we could produce a fix. 

Most of the wise scribes in this town 
wrote over the summer that because 
the conference failed, it was dead. 

I heard that question from enough 
people that I decided to call a few 
folks who I respect. There are a lot of 
practicing economists in this Cham­
ber. very few with the credentials to 
properly call themselves that. al­
though I will say that my colleague 
from Texas, Senator GRAMM, is au­
thentic. He really is an economist. I 
did not ask him his opinion because he 
is prejudiced. 

I asked a lot of people around the 
country who I respect. whose names 
you would recognize, what they 
thought would happen if after the def­
icit went from $230 billion down to 
this year's roughly $156 billion or $160 
billion. if by the end of this year it was 
clear it was going to climb back toward 
$200 billion. I will tell you what they 
told me. 

To a person. the best economists in 
this country said interest rates will 
continue to rise and the first sign of 
that is when the Fed raises the dis­
count rate for the first time since 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings passed. 

The Senator from New Mexico says 
it is not going to work. Well, maybe he 
is right. But I say we ought to find 
out. We know with certainty that if we 
do not pass this fix. we will have a def­
icit trend going up again instead of 
down. 

What this Congress must do is to 
convince the financial markets around 
the world that the deficit in fact is 
going down. I would like it to go down 
at a faster rate. I think the Senator 
from Florida would like it to go down 
at a faster rate. But we cannot do 
that. 

But I am told by those who I respect 
that so long as it is going down. not 
up, then we will continue the kind of 
prosperity that we have had. 

I talked with some of our colleagues 
from the agricultural States and I 
asked. "With all you have been 
through in the past 5 years. what 
would happen in your States if an of a 
sudden interest rates started going up 
to 12, 14. or 15 percent?" They were 21 
percent when I got here in 1981. 

So when I hear the Senator from 
New York talking about all the possi­
bilities of what will happen under the 
worst scenario. and we. in fact. have 
this sequester, I say why does not 
anyone want to consider the alterna­
tive-what happens to America if we 
go back to hyperinflation and high in­
terest rates? We will be in a deficit sit­
uation then that will make 1980 to 
1985 look mild. 

I will conclude by saying that sure, 
the Senator from New Mexico has a 
point. There are provisions in the bill 
that ought to be changed. I am sure 
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the Senator from Florida would like 
some of them changed. I am sure the 
ranking member and chairman of the 
Finance Committee would like some of 
them changed. But it is the only game 
in town. The only hope we have to tell 
the American people and the financial 
markets that we intend to reduce the 
deficit is this piece of legislation and it 
will not be too long before the proof of 
the pudding will be in the eating. 
Someday in the next 3 months or 
probably more likely some morning at 
3 a.m., we will be considering whether 
or not we are willing to make the 
choice and if we do not, then the Sena­
tor from New Mexico was right, and if 
we do, he was wrong. This conference 
report gives us the opportunity to find 
out. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois, Senator DIXON, 
is recognized. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I have 
listened with interest this morning, 
some of the time in my office and a 
period of time here on the floor, to 
this entire discussion because I am not 
a member of the Budget Committee. I 
have supported the Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings initiative and have voted on 
every occasion to seek methods to 
achieve a balanced budget at the earli­
est possible date. Earlier this year, I 
supported an amendment by the Sena­
tor from Louisiana, Senator JoHNSTON, 
to seek a deeper cut this year. I think 
it would have amounted to $40 billion. 
So I am sure I speak for many other 
Members when I say we are not entire­
ly satisfied with the conference report 
that is presently being debated. But, 
Mr. President, it is worthwhile to con­
sider what occurs if we do not adopt 
this conference report. 

I wonder whether my friend, the 
Senator from Texas, who was the prin­
cipal sponsor of the original Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings bill, might yield to 
me for a series of questions concerning 
this matter. I note he is in conference 
right now with the manager on our 
side and the Senator from New Hamp­
shire. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator restate his ques­
tion? 

Mr. DIXON. I have not put the 
question yet. I am sorry to interrupt 
my colleague. I noted he was visiting 
with others there about the bill. 

Might I ask him some questions? 
Will he yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. Sure. 
Mr. DIXON. The point I made, may 

I say to my friend, the Senator from 
Texas, was that what we ought to con­
sider is the alternative to the adoption 
of the conference report if we do not 
adopt it because many of us have some 
reservations about the conference 
report. Would my colleague accommo­
date me in connection with some of 
my concerns about that? 

First, is it correct that if we do not 
adopt this conference report we con­
tinue to operate under the provisions 
of the existing Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings law without the triggering device 
or the fixing device that would cause 
automatic sequestration to take place? 

Mr. GRAMM. The distinguished 
Senator from Illinois is correct. If we 
do not pass this revitalization act then 
we stay under the old law. 

Mr. DIXON. All right. My second 
question is this: I am told that the 
generally accepted figure for the defi­
cit right now in the discussions before 
OMB, CBO and others is around $153 
billion or so. Is that substantially cor­
rect or what is the figure? 

Mr. GRAMM. Roughly in that 
range. I think the last one I have seen 
is $157 billion. 

Mr. DIXON. All right. Let us take 
that figure. Now if I remember-and 
the Senator may have to correct me 
because my memory would not be as 
good as his on this-but is not the 
threshold requirement or the target 
this year under the existing law $108 
billion? 

Mr. GRAMM. That is correct. 
Mr. DIXON. All right. And the se­

questration provision the automatic 
triggering device for sequestration is 
out under the Court decisions? 

Mr. GRAMM. That is correct. 
Mr. DIXON. So essentially what we 

are faced with if we do not adopt the 
conference report, am I correct in as­
suming this, is that we will have to 
meet the requirements of the existing 
law? 

Mr. GRAMM. We would have to 
vote on whether or not to trigger a se­
quester of roughly $50 billion. 

Mr. DIXON. That is exactly what I 
thought. We would have to vote on 
that. 

Now I ask my friend whether he 
thinks there is much chance that the 
Congress would vote that kind of re­
duction? 

Mr. GRAMM. There is zero chance. 
Mr. DIXON. Zero chance. So that 

the alternative, if I understand the 
facts correctly, to the adoption of this 
conference report is that we would 
have to cut $50 billion. My friend from 
New York, I would remind the Sena­
tor, only a moment ago-and I respect 
him greatly-was talking about the 
impact of a sequestration that could 
take place, some of the reductions that 
could take place here. If I understand 
the alternative correctly, if we do not 
adopt this conference report, we would 
have to cut $50 billion, substantially 
more than the concerns of my friend 
from New York. Is that right? 

Mr. GRAMM. If we complied with a 
fallback trigger as the distinguished 
Senator knows, the likely action is 
that nothing would happen and the 
deficit would continue to mount. 

Mr. DIXON. That is correct. So that 
we would either have to make a very 

deep cut or nothing would happen, the 
deficit would continue to mount and 
we would continue to operate under 
deficit financing by borrowing more 
money? 

Mr. GRAMM. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. DIXON. I thank my friend from 
Texas. 

I would like to make just this brief 
observation, that, Mr. President, many 
of us here are not on the Budget Com­
mittee and do not deal with these 
problems every day, but we want to do 
obviously the right thing in connec­
tion with dealing with this budgetary 
problem. 

Now, a number of people here have 
opposed this conference report for a 
variety of reasons. One of my friends 
has suggested that if we do adopt this 
conference report that indicates that 
there is going to be sequestration of 
funds in a variety of significantly im­
portant programs which he named. 
That is probably so. 

On the other hand, if we made cuts 
under the existing law, the cuts would 
be much greater. 

Others have suggested that the cuts 
that we are making here are not 
enough, but if we do not adopt this 
conference report there is a chance 
that no cuts whatsoever will take place 
and there will be no sequestration of 
funds whatsoever this year. 

I think when you look at the alter­
natives, Mr. President, you come back 
to the conference report and you see 
that that is the best of the opportuni­
ties available to us as Members to deal 
with the budgetary problem. 

Now my friend from New Hampshire 
read the names of those on the House 
side who signed the conference report. 
They are the leaders of both political 
parties over there. They were involved 
in the conference. I am satisfied that 
what they have done here is the out­
side parameters of what they are able 
to do in connection with this particu­
lar conference and the budgetary 
problem. 

And so I would suggest to my friends 
that we ought to adopt this conference 
report on the grounds that it is the 
very best we can do under the circum­
stances. There will be a $23 billion re­
duction in the deficit under this con­
ference report. As I understand the 
conference report, if we follow the 
conference report and the new 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law, we will, 
by the year 1993, achieve a balanced 
budget. I certainly think that is a de­
sirable goal for us to seek. I urge my 
colleagues to support the conference 
report. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Michigan. 
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first let 

me congratulate the leaders of this 
conference in producing another 
report which is the best that could 
possibly be achieved under some ex­
tremely difficult circumstances. Hope­
fully today we will adopt that confer­
ence report and take a step on the 
road toward deficit reduction. 

We have had to overcome a lot of 
congressional reluctance and a lot of 
Presidential opposition to get to this 
point. Even the Supreme Court put a 
hurdle in the way. But now we are fi­
nally on the verge of setting up a proc­
ess which will put us on a realistic 
path toward a balanced budget. 

Mr. President, I am the first one to 
admit that this Gramm-Rudman fix is 
not exactly what I would have put in 
place if I were king, nor would the 
Gramm-Rudman process itself have 
been what I would have put in place 
had I been able to vote 100 votes here 
and 435 votes in the House. 

I supported Gramm-Rudman in 1985 
not because it is the ideal way the 
system should work, but out of a sense 
of frustration and out of a belief that, 
without an action forcing mechanism 
like Gramm-Rudman, neither the 
President nor the Congress would ne­
gotiate a substantial deficit reduction 
package. I was convinced that without 
the threat of automatic across-the­
board cuts, there would never be 
agreement between the President and 
the Congress or within the Congress 
itself, on a package which would call 
for shared sacrifice and which would 
recognize that increased revenues as 
well as. spending restraint are neces­
sary. I would have liked to believe that 
we would see the handwriting on the 
wall about the consequences of not 
taking action on the deficit without 
having to be pushed up flat against 
that wall. But all the evidence pointed 
to the need for an action forcing 
mechanism. 

Now, I know that since it was en­
acted, Gramm-Rudman has been a fa­
vorite pincushion of editorial writers 
and academics. Indeed, many of them 
and some of our colleagues see it as 
the ultimate copout. They see us abdi­
cating congressional decisionmaking to 
bureaucratic across-the-board cuts. 
But the real copout would be to see 
budgetary gridlock and to do nothing 
about it. Gramm-Rudman is a way­
even if it is an awkward way-to break 
that gridlock. It is a way to force deci­
sionmaking from elected officials who 
do not like to inflict some pain now, 
even to avoid greater pain later. This 
pain is as evenly applied as we know 
how in this Gramm-Rudman fix. We 
should get on with applying it before 
this economy totters from the crush­
ing load of Federal debt. 

The legislation that we are consider­
ing today to fix Gramm-Rudman is 
necessary because the Supreme Court 
decision of last year knocked the teeth 

out of the law we passed in 1985 and 
because that law itself contained, as it 
turned out, an unrealistic glidepath 
toward a balanced budget. If it were 
up to me alone to draft the fix, if I 
had all the votes I needed in my hip 
pocket to pass what I drafted, it would 
differ somewhat from what we have 
before us today. 

For instance, I believe that it would 
make sense from the perspective of ec­
onomics if the deficit reduction figure 
for fiscal year 1988 was closer to the 
$36 billion which the Congress ap­
proved of as part of the budget resolu­
tion than to the $23 billion called for 
in this conference report. We see that 
interest rates are rising and that the 
trade deficit stubbornly resists declin­
ing. We know the effect that the 
budget deficit has on these problems, 
and we should be as aggressive as is 
reasonable in reducing that deficit. 

In addition, the chances that the 
President would enter into negotia­
tions on a deficit reduction package 
would be enhanced if he faced a se­
quester order of $18 billion in de­
fense-$18 billion in defense instead of 
the $11 billion he faces now. Similarly, 
many Members of Congress would be 
more open to such a deficit reduction 
package if they were confronted with 
an $18 billion sequester order affecting 
domestic programs instead of the $11 
billion that we face now. So a target of 
$36 billion would have exerted more 
pressure than one of $23 billion, and, 
thereby, would have made it more 
likely that Gramm-Rudman would 
achieve its intended goal of forcing 
the President and the Congress to 
agree on a substantial but targeted 
deficit reduction package as an alter­
native to across-the-board cuts. 

Furthermore, by limiting our sights 
to $23 billion in deficit reduction for 
fiscal year 1988, I am concerned that 
we now risk asking people to sacrifice 
and only being able to show them in 
return a deficit which offers little, if 
any, improvement from what is pro­
jected for fiscal year 1987. If we are 
going to ask the people to mount the 
barricades to fight the deficit, then we 
risk losing their faith and cooperation, 
which are essential to victory, if, when 
the smoke has cleared, the deficit ap­
pears to be standing nearly as tall as 
ever. 

Yet, in spite of these concerns I sup­
port this Gramm-Rudman fix because 
I am convinced that in order for a fix 
to be approved by the Congress, it 
would have to look pretty much like 
the fix before us, and because I am 
convinced that without a fix the defi­
cit situation will grow far worse. It was 
clear in the conference that the sup­
port from the other side of the aisle 
would not have materialized if the def­
icit target exceeded $23 billion. And 
while I believe that the threat of a $36 
billion sequester order would have 
made a Presidential-congressional defi-

cit reduction agreement more likely, 
the threat of a $23 billion sequester 
order still makes it somewhat likely. It 
was also clear that a Gramm-Rudman 
fix stood no chance of passage unless 
it had bipartisan support. Neither 
party, standing by itself, had the votes 
to pass its preferred fix. 

What is more, it is clear that there 
would be no reconciliation bill which 
cuts spending and raises revenues if 
there is no Gramm-Rudman fix. Key 
committee chairmen indicated their 
reluctance to push for passage of a 
reconciliation bill if there was no 
chance that the President would sign 
it as an alternative to a sequester 
order. So our very real world is the 
world we operate in and in that world 
the choice is not between $23 billion in 
deficit reductions or $36 billion, but 
between $23 billion and something 
much less than that, perhaps nothing. 

Finally, it is clear that unless there 
is such a reconciliation bill, there is 
virtually no chance that the deficit in 
fiscal year 1988 will be lower than the 
deficit in fiscal year 1987. In fact, the 
most likely scenario is that the deficit 
would shoot upward and our economic 
policy would drift aimlessly until a 
new President takes office in 1989. 

So, while it is certainly possible to 
theorize on how to improve on the 
Gramm-Rudman process in general o..:· 
on how to improve on the Gramm­
Rudman fix before us in particular, I 
do not see how, in a very practical 
sense, we can do any better. In one 
sense this is admitting failure. In .an­
other sense, a more important one, it 
is recognizing reality. But if we do not 
recognize that reality today, tomor­
row's reality will be far more painful. 

I want to again commend my 
friends, Senator BENTSEN, Senator 
CHILES, Senator GRAMM, and others on 
this conference committee. I saw them 
at work. I know how hard they 
worked. Their product is a good one. It 
deserves to be approved by this body. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

GRAHAM). The Senator from Colorado, 
Senator ARMSTRONG, is recognized. 
· Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
the choice before the Senate today 
would undoubtedly be very pleasing to 
a masochist. The proof of the matter 
is that the choice which we are faced 
with today is probably very satisfying 
to anybody who likes to see Senators 
squirm. This is the kind of a choice 
which would be positively a delight to 
Thomas Hobson. 

I wonder how many Senators re­
member the name of Thomas Hobson. 
He is the person whom we recall in the 
phrase "Hobson's choice." 

Mr. Hobson was the proprietor of a 
stable in the 1500's and the early 
1600's and he had an unusual custom. 
When people came to his stable to 
seek a horse he did not let them take 
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their pick. They were not able to 
select from among the available ani­
mals which of them suited them the 
best. Instead, Mr. Hobson insisted that 
they take the horse that was nearest 
to the stable door or depart without 
getting a horse at all. That is exactly 
the situation that we find ourselves in 
with this proposed fix of the Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings budget measure. 

I do not think, Mr. President, that 
most people who prosper here in the 
Senate tend to agonize over decisions. 
I think we are all pretty quick deci­
sionmakers. In fact, if we are slow to 
make decisions it is just hard to thrive 
in this place because we have to cast 
about, I guess, maybe 600 or 700 votes 
a year on the floor and several hun­
dred more in committee. If we have to 
stop and think about every one of 
them in great detail, there just is not 
time to do it. Then, if we look over our 
shoulder when it is over and lose sleep 
at night wondering did we really do 
the right thing, we create an impossi­
ble situation. 

I find that I come to the floor and 
generally can make a pretty quick de­
cision on things and I think most of 
my colleagues have the same experi­
ence. Besides that, on most issues 
there are normally what one of our 
colleagues used to call bell cows. On 
almost any issue, whether it is budget 
or abortion or Central America or you 
name it, there is a certain group of 
recognized players who have long-es­
tablished expertise and positions and 
they divide along more or less predict­
able lines so those of us who have not 
been following the debate closely can 
generally look down the line and say 
well, so-and-so is on this side and so­
and-so is on the other side, and we 
very quickly sort ourselves out into 
where we want to be. 

For a lot of reasons this particular 
issue does not lend itself to that kind 
of analysis. First of all, while this is 
not a wholly novel issue, it is very, 
very unusual slant on the question of 
getting somehow to a balanced budget .. 
Even for those of us who supported 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and I did 
so, we do not find ourselves entirely 
comfortable. In fact, I do not find 
myself comfortable in the slightest 
degree with the proposal which is 
brought back to us from the confer­
ence committee. 

The bell cows in this particular case 
are not sorting themselves out into 
their particular corrals. It so happens 
that the Senator from New Mexico, 
the ranking Republican member, and 
the former chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee, who has fought 
longer and harder and more skillfully 
and with greater dedication and tenac­
ity for more years than any of us can 
remember, to somehow bring spending 
under control and balance the budget, 
has denounced this compromise, said 
it is not going to work. Instead of 
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being for it, which would be more or 
less the predictable role for him to 
play, he is on the other side. 

It is interesting, also, that at least a 
few Members of this body and the 
other body who never associated 
themselves with the cause of deficit 
reduction have suddenly expressed 
that interest. I went over with great 
interest the rollcall vote yesterday in 
the other body in which the House of 
Representatives divided along lines 
which I found to be quite unusual, if 
not entirely unprecedented. 

So, without too many cow bells and 
without a clear precedent, I found 
that I had to give this issue a lot of 
thought, an unusual amount. I arrived 
at what is for me a somewhat unusual 
conclusion. I would just like to share 
the background of it with my col­
leagues before we go to a vote. 

The arguments in support of this 
proposal to fix up Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings are pretty simple to state. 
First, that though it is cumbersome, 
the fix does not establish a path to a 
balanced budget at some future time. 
Yes, it is a delayed time; yes, it is a 
cumbersome method, it is a complicat­
ed path, but at least it amounts to a 
policy declaration and maybe some­
thing more that we are going to, at 
some time in the distant future, bal­
ance Federal spending and revenues. 

It applies a form of external disci­
pline to the Congress and I am for 
that. I am a person who believes that 
year in and year out, Congress will 
never really get itself together unless 
there is some kind of exterior disci­
pline. I prefer a constitutional amend­
ment which requires that Congress 
balance the budget. This, indeed, is 
the patter which has been followed by 
almost all of the States, by most mu­
nicipalities, I guess by organizations 
and others; that they have outside re­
quirements. 

The Congress of the United States is 
really almost unique in a governmen­
tal sense that they just have unlimited 
authority to borrow and borrow and 
borrow. That has not worked out, so I 
like the external discipline. 

Second, I like the fix because it as­
sumes, it does not prove but it at least 
assumes, that cuts will fall somewhat 
proportionately across the board. 

The first thing that happens under 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is that the 
cuts are exempted from certain pro­
grams which are politically of high 
priority. I think that is a huge mistake 
myself. 

The Senate at one point was willing 
to bite the bullet on some very sensi­
tive programs. This is some years ago. 
The Senate was willing to say, even 
with respect to unmentionable pro­
grams like Social Security and farm 
subsidies and housing subsidies and 
programs for poor people and scientif­
ic research and you name it, that we 
ought to apply this more or less across 

the board. That is not what Gramm­
Rudman does. 

It takes a shopping list of things out 
of the mix and says that all of the sav­
ings will have to come from the pro­
grams that are not otherwise exempt­
ed. 

Nonetheless, it does have this sort of 
rough idea that half the cuts will come 
from domestic spending programs and 
half the cuts will come from the de­
fense spending area. I am skeptical 
that it is going to work out exactly 
that way. I hope that if we have to 
have a sequester that is what will 
happen. But at least the notion of it is 
sort of embedded in this proposal. 

Third, I note, Mr. President, with 
approval, that this is a truly bipartisan 
measure and I think that is a positive 
benefit of this proposal; perhaps not 
enough of a reason to vote for it in 
and of itself. I sense that the break­
down in bipartisanship on the budget 
the last couple of years has been very 
injurious to the processes of the 
Senate and more important has con­
tributed mightily to the deficit. So the 
fact that we are able to get a broad 
cross section of Members of both 
Houses, of both parties, who are inter­
ested in this proposal and willing to 
vote for it, I think, is a good sign. I 
think that is a tribute to the people 
who worked on it and I compliment es­
pecially the chairman of the Senate 
conferees, Senator BENTSEN; the chair­
man of the Budget Committee, Sena­
tor CHILES; and the ranking Republi­
cans, Senator PACKWOOD and Senator 
DOMENICI. 

The fact of the matter is this is 
about the only pending proposal 
which really does encompass a broad 
cross-section of both Republicans and 
Democrats. So that is what I see in 
this that attracts me to it. 

These are the provisions-they are 
not too numerous-but there are some 
things about it that I find are admira­
ble. 

The laundry list of things that are 
wrong with it is depressingly long. 
First, in order to be for this, you have 
to start with the baseline proposition 
that you are willing to vote for and 
support and explain at home and justi­
fy to your conscience a huge, indeed, 
an astronomical increase in the na­
tional debt. I have not heard all the 
debate, but I guess very little has been 
said about that the last 4 or 5 hours. I 
will just tell you for the Record, I do 
not like that. That is not something I 
warm up to and, in fact, if I vote for 
this proposition-which I guess I am 
going to do-it will be only the second 
time in 15 years that I have voted for 
an increase in the national debt. 

By and large, I think that it has 
been a mistake for Congress to resort 
to increasing the debt. It has amount­
ed to nothing more or less than just 
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putting off the problem and avoiding 
tough decisions. 

The second thing that I must note 
as a significant problem in this propos­
al is that I do not think it is going to 
work. At least I am not sure it is going 
to work. There is a chance that it will 
fulfill its intended purpose, but there 
is also a very strong possibility, at 
least, that the Senator from New 
Mexico will prove to be right. 

I have decided I am going to vote for 
this, but I told the Senator earlier 
that there is a very good chance that, 
in 6 months or a year or maybe in Jan­
uary 1989, that we are all going to 
come back to him and say: By gosh, 
PETE, you were right. This is worse 
than doing nothing. 

I decided that by a very, very close 
judgment it is not worse than doing 
nothing but I am not very confident of 
my opinion and I deeply respect the 
arguments that Senator DoMENICI has 
made on this. I just want to admit, 
going into it, he may well prove to be 
right. 

This thing is pretty hokey, and 
there is a good chance it may not 
work. 

Third, I note that it is heavily back­
loaded. That is, in essence, the point 
that was being made a moment ago by 
our colleague from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN] who points out that the targets 
in the first 2 years are a lot easier to 
meet than the targets after that. Two 
reasons for that. First of all, because 
we put in a plug figure. We say that 
the first year we only have to meet $23 
billion of deficit reduction no matter 
how large the deficit and the second 
year $36 billion. That means in the 
third year when we finally get around 
to the notion of fixed targets it is 
going to come down like a ton of 
bricks on the new President. 

I do not think that the timing which 
is contemplated by this scenario is ac­
cidental in the slightest. 

It is not a coincidence of a happen­
stance that we have crafted something 
which permits us to be on record in 
favor of balancing the budget, a 
Gramm-Rudman fix, getting on track 
to where we want to be in the 1990's, 
and yet puts off the heavy lifting 
beyond the next 18 months so that all 
the Senators who are running for elec­
tion can get themselves elected or re­
elected and. so that the next President 
can be chosen before the hard work 
really starts. 

I do not mean to imply that a se­
quester this fall is going to be duck 
soup or child's play, but compared to 
what the new President and the new 
Congress will face in January 1989, it 
will make this look like the good old 
days. 

I think backloading it in this way is 
sort of a hint that maybe we are not 
too serious about it, and the predic­
tions that Senator DoMENICI and 
others have made that it will be 

amended, maybe abolished or re­
pealed, in the early part of 1989, could 
well come true. 

I also have another little qualm. We 
do not know as we stand here today 
who the next President is going to be. 
We do not know whether it will be 
President Bush, President Dole, Presi­
dent Kemp, President Biden. We do 
not know who the next President will 
be. Whether he is a Democrat or Re­
publican, I do not think it is good 
public policy to deliberately set a trap 
for him. That is what we are doing by 
backloading it in this way, when we 
say that in his first budget submission 
when he is trying to put together a 
battle plan, a Cabinet, an agenda for 
the country, that the first thing he 
has to do is send up a budget which is 
far tougher and addressing questions 
which are far tougher than we are 
ourselves prepared to address at this 
time. I have real doubts whether that 
is good. 

Next, Mr. President, I want to note 
that this proposal is so complicated 
that it is really in its very essence anti­
democratic. I do not mean an anti­
Democratic Party; I mean antidemo­
cracy, anti the people. This thing is so 
co:mplicated that as a practical matter 
it is impossible for almost all Senators 
to really understand. 

They say that confession is good for 
the soul, and I will make two confes­
sions. 

First, that I have been on the 
Budget Committee for about 9 years 
and I have been a reasonably faithful 
participant in the affairs of the 
Budget Committee. Before that, I was 
on the Budget Committee of the 
House of Representatives for about 4 
years. At one time in my career I was a 
member of the State legislature 
budget committee in Colorado. So I 
have been following this for a long 
time. 

I am not sure I understand it. I do 
not understand how anyone who had 
the benefit of being on the Budget 
Committee for 9 years, who did not 
spend a few hours on Sunday, which I 
did, who did not have access to brief­
ings which I know were not available 
to most Members in this Chamber, 
and who do not have on their personal 
staff the expertise that I have with 
members on my staff-1 do not see 
how it is possible for Senators under 
those circumstances to know as much 
about it as I do. I will tell you, I do not 
fully understand all the ramifications 
and implications of this broad process. 

I understand the broad outline and I 
think I have a pretty good idea how it 
will work out. But I think we ought to 
know it cold. We are betting the ranch 
on this. This is a big, big vote we are 
about to make. The truth of the 
matter is there are only a handful of 
Senators, only a handful at most, who 
really have a detailed understanding 
of the processes and procedures and 

assumptions that are built into this 
resolution. I am not sure that there is 
even one who could stand before you­
there may be one, two, or five who 
could stand before the Senate today­
and say, "I understand this so thor­
oughly that I am confident of the out­
come under different scenarios, under 
different circumstances that may de­
velop either in the legislative process 
or in the national economy." 

If there are any such persons, none 
of them have volunteered it to me pri­
vately. 

Well, what is the significance of 
that? I am not just expressing frustra­
tion. The point is you create a situa­
tion, and we have done this deliberate­
ly. This is not something that just 
happened. We have deliberately cre­
ated a process for budgeting, spending, 
and accounting for the Government's 
activities that it is impossible as a 
practical matter for Senators to under­
stand or know who is at fault if things 
go wrong, and it is completely impossi­
ble for the people at home or for jour­
nalists or commentators or candidates 
or voters to really know who is at fault 
if this thing goes off the track. And 
there is, in my opinion at least, a 40-60 
chance it will go seriously off the 
track and will not work. That is a seri­
ous problem. 

This whole budget process which I 
have supported up until now, and I am 
reconsidering that position, too, was, 
to begin with, highly complex. It is at 
best a sort of a Rube Goldberg con­
traption. Over that, we added the 
Gramm-Rudman process, and I sup­
ported that. I felt that I could just 
barely understand the ins and outs of 
that. 

Now we have the modified Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings approach, which is 
contained in this legislation. I am not 
going to embarrass anybody by asking 
them if they can explain some of the 
archaic provisions of it, but I have 
been over this very carefully with my 
staff and the staff of the conference 
committee and the staff of the Budget 
Committee and there are some things 
in there we just do not know the 
answer to. 

There is at least one provision in 
there which I believe has been left de­
liberately ambiguous because I do not 
think they could get the votes for it if 
they answered the question specifical­
ly. I think that is just a fact. They just 
had to fudge over one major issue. In 
fact, it is true because that is what we 
conferees sat around and talked about. 

I kept trying to push it, saying, 
Look, we have to at least figure this 
out and know what we are voting on." 
The answer I got back was, "Yes, that 
is right, but we have the votes and we 
are going with it." 

I think that is a serious not only 
public policy but a budget policy. I 
think that is serious in the process of 
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Government. While I do intend to sup­
port this conference report. I must say 
I am deeply troubled about that and I 
hope that at some point, maybe aris­
ing out of the same wellspring of bi­
partisan spirit that brings this com­
plex matter before us, there will be a 
simplicity cost. I hope there will be 
some Members who will think it im­
portant enough that we are able to 
hold the process accountable that 
they will join in that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to my 
friend, and he knows that I really 
mean that sincerely, you have spent 
much more time on this subject than 
most. Probably only five Senators 
have spent as much. You were on the 
conference, asked a lot of penetrating 
questions. I know you went through 
the bill, and particularly those compli­
cated questions about continuing reso­
lutions and how you could score them 
against sequester. 

My staff talked to you for a very 
long period of time. 

I am absolutely convinced that in 
this particular instance, complication 
will be the mother of invention. The 
invention that is going to result will 
not be on the side of deficit reduction. 

Let me give a very simple example, 
then ask you if your understanding of 
this bill is the same as mine. 

My good friend from Florida quite 
properly, for about a year or a year 
and a half, has been saying, "We do 
not want any more of this"-I do not 
want to use the word "cheating"­
"shenanigans," where you slip a day 
on military pay and pick up $3 billion 
in outlay savings. 

You'll remember that one. That is 
how we fit a defense budget within a 
low target, by moving pay one day so 
that it is within the next year. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I remember 
that very well. I think we discussed 
that on the floor at the time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have language 
in here that purports to fix that. We 
do not want to do that anymore. We 
do not want the House Armed Serv­
ices' approach to the defense bill, 
where they were told, "Meet this 
target or your bill does not pass." 

They were not appropriating, but I 
am using an example. 

They said, "We will talk to CBO." 
They said, "How many days at the 

end of the year will it take to save $6 
billion in outlays, if we do not pay our 
bills?" 

They have in there, "The last 12 
days of the year we do not pay our 
bills to anyone other than" -and they 
did not want to offend a lot of people 
so we put parenthetically, "(except 
small business)." 

They got the number. 

Now I ask, what do you think there­
sults are going to be if an appropria­
tions bill says, "Well, you are not sup­
posed to exceed $5 billion in budget 
authority, and $4 billion in outlays for 
the year"? 

You add it up and get CBO to tell 
you and they say, "Well, you are $70 
million over." 

So you write in the bill, OK, this $70 
million will not be spent until the next 
year. You just write it in. You say 
here are these programs. They have a 
lot of money. We know they need it. 
We want to give them assurance. They 
have programs under way. We just 
say, all right, we give you your $4.6 bil­
lion, but $70 million of it will not 
spend until 1989. 

We do not know where that fits with 
reference to this thing. We do not 
know how we are going to find that. 
But it seems to me every time we rely 
on this kind of complication, as the 
Senator indicated, that is the kind of 
invention we will confront. I do not be­
lieve it is possible to catch up. 

I compliment the Senator on his ar­
gument today. It is about as good as 
anyone's. I regret to say that after 
having made as eloquent an argument 
as anyone has made against this bill, 
the Senator comes down mildly on the 
side of being for it. I tell my people 
back home frequently, when I am talk­
ing with them, that you cannot say 
"maybe" in the Senate. People who 
have never voted can say "maybe." 
But here, you either say "yes" or "no." 
So the Senator has come down on the 
side of "yes." I think the Senator has 
made an eloquent argument-perhaps 
better than I have made-against this 
bill, and I thank him for it. I hope 
somebody is listening so that they can 
say, "I have heard all the argument, 
and I am persuaded by Senator Arm­
strong from the great State of Colora­
do that I should vote against it." 

Let me ask the Senator if--
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 

before the Senator propounds another 
question, I thank him for his generous 
observations about my arguments in 
opposition to this bill. But I want to 
point out I have four more reasons 
why people ought to have serious res­
ervations before voting for this bill. In 
due course I am going to give, in a very 
low-key fashion, the rationale of why, 
notwithstanding the serious, possibly 
fatal flaws in this legislation, I am 
going to vote for it. But I thank him 
for his generous comments. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not know the 
Senator had more. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I do. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I will not get up 

when the Senator is finished and com­
pliment him a second time. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I have a couple 
items that will probably curl the Sena­
tor's hair. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me ask the 
Senator this question because I am not 

sure all our Senate friends understand 
this. But let me see if the Senator un­
derstands this the way I do. 

We say we are going to sequester $23 
billion off this new baseline, which the 
Senator and I know is not the current 
expenditures of Government, but de­
cided to add 4.2 percent to the ledger 
so we have a hypothetical set of num­
bers for the Government's expendi­
tures. I have called it today cutting 
from a hot-air baseline, instead of the 
expenditure level. Average citizens 
would assume, if you are cutting, you 
are cutting from where you are. We 
somehow added to both sides. 

But now we have a reconciliation bill 
out here that was done a long time 
ago, a mandate to the committee that 
was supposed to, when coupled with 
the targets in appropriations, achieve 
$36 billion in cuts. We are not trying 
to get $36 billion anymore. It would 
not even be relevant because we use 
different starting points. 

But am I correct now that once we 
have passed this, and assuming the 
President signs it, there is no blue­
print for any of the committees 
around here to decide what their re­
sponsibility is, other than the parts of 
the reconciliation bill that are still rel­
evant? And the tax one is not. 

I have said there will be taxes, but 
nobody is saying $21 billion. In fact, 
that is why we have this Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings fix, because nobody 
wanted to do $21 billion. Does the Sen­
ator share the same concern I have 
with all of this complication, that 
nobody is really going to know from 
this day until October 20, when a se­
quester goes in, whose responsibility it 
is to do what to get $23 billion? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from New Mexico is 
correct. I am not so sure anybody 
knew where we were going anyway. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Before. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Before. There 

was a direction to the committees con­
tained in the budget resolution. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. And so from the 

standpoint of civic theory, one could 
suppose that the committees were 
going to abide by that, but we at least 
had a road map. If the Senator's point 
is that this sort of puts a large ink blot 
on the road map and conceals more 
than it reveals, I would agree with 
that. What I think is going to happen, 
at least the best hope I can put on the 
matter from that standpoint, is that 
having stuck their necks out to 
present and obtain passage of this bill 
the leaders involved-and we are talk­
ing about the principal leaders of the 
House and the chairman and ranking 
member of the Senate Finance Com­
mittee, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, and some others-having 
committed so much of their personal 
prestige to this are going to feel obli-
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gated to make it work. Frankly, I 
think the people who have put this 
compromise together, the ones I have 
named and some others, have a very 
heavy responsibility, and indeed those 
of us who vote for it have a responsi­
bility, to figure out how to make it 
work. 

I mention that in passing because, as 
I conclude my remarks, I am going to 
spell out some things that Senators 
can count on me to do and some things 
they cannot. For example, and this 
brings me to one of the points I 
wanted to make about the bill, many 
people think it will trigger a tax in­
crease. That could be true. I am going 
to vote for it but I am serving notice 
right now that if anybody is counting 
my vote for a tax increase, they can 
quit counting because I am not person­
ally buying into that kind of a compro­
mise. If somebody is harboring the 
notion that they are going to avoid the 
sequester because we are going to pass 
a big tax increase and they need my 
vote to do it, they should just think 
again because they will not have my 
vote, probably will not in fact. 

But I think the answer to the Sena­
tor's question is that this legislation, if 
enacted, will lead to exactly what he 
has suggested, invention, and there is 
probably going to be some pretty cute 
inventions around here. 

I hope that in the spirit this has 
come forward-because even though I 
think the work product is poor, the 
spirit that underlies it is genuine and 
good, and I hope that spirit will pre­
vail-when the crunch comes-and 
there will be a little crunch later this 
year and another little crunch after 
that and a huge, colossal, mammoth, 
earth-shaking crunch in 1989-we will 
not approach it by resorting to golden 
gimmicks, or the kind of deferrals of 
payments that the Senator has men­
tioned, or the kind of smoke and mir­
rors that we have gone through, or 
selling of assets, or double counting 
savings, or adjusting the baseline, or 
hot air baselines, or any of that. I 
hope that the people who are really 
bringing this forward will feel obligat­
ed to comply not just with the letter 
of it but with the spirit of it. If all 
they do is comply with the letter, 
there is a good possibility we will just 
end up in a cul-de-sac because the 
truth is nobody knows for sure what 
the letter of this provision really 
would require us to do. And so what 
we are buying into, what anybody who 
votes for this thing is really buying 
into is sort of a consensus of goodwill 
with some broad guidelines. And if 
that is not a poor way to legislate, I 
will throw in with them. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Sena­
tor. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I guess that re­
sponds to the Senator's question. 

Mr. President, I do want to set forth 
at least four more reasons why I think 

we ought to have doubts and reserva­
tions about this legislation and why a 
vote against it would be amply justi­
fied. I have already mentioned that it 
may set the stage for a tax increase. 
The choice that we are going to face 
very quickly is a sequester or a tax in­
crease. If anybody thinks as we gather 
here today that there will be votes 
enough to make significant cuts in do­
mestic spending to avoid a sequester, 
they just counted the votes a lot dif­
ferently than I have. I would be pleas­
antly surprised if that happened, but I 
do not think it will. Nor do I think it is 
likely that Senators are going to vol­
untarily belly up to the bar for big de­
fense cuts. 

So my guess is it is going to come 
right down to a question of either a se­
quester or a fairly substantial tax in­
crease. I do not have a horror or a 
dread of a sequester. I have tried to 
look pretty carefully at what will 
happen if a few weeks from now there 
is a sequester and we have an across­
the-board cut and it is allocated half 
to defense and half to domestic pro­
grams. It is going to hurt, but it is not 
going to be excruciating. It is just a 
prelude, just a foretaste of what we 
are going to go through next year and 
the year after if we are really serious 
about it. I have already said my piece 
about that, that I am worried about 
how the baseline will be defined when 
we start cutting defense, and I just 
want it on the record that I am keep­
ing my powder dry on a tax increase. 

Let me make the point that lovers of 
Government process will find this bill 
a disaster. People who honor the tradi­
tions of the legislative body and who 
think that self -government is not only 
a practical thing but is also a thing of 
beauty will find this a monstrosity. 
This is a procedural nightmare. 

It is also most unfair. It is not just 
complicated; it is really unfair. We 
have a provision-! do not know if it 
has been discussed previously-in this 
conference report, as I understand it, 
which says that when the sequester is 
ready to go into effect, it is possible 
for the Congress to consider and act 
upon an alternative sequester resolu­
tion. That alternative sequester reso­
lution comes to the floor under expe­
dited procedures, a highly privileged 
matter, and is subject to amendment 
but only with some limitations, and 
may not be filibustered. It is a high­
priority, special treatment piece of leg­
islation which provides an alternative 
to the Presidential sequester. 

Here is the part that I find to be 
completely unfair. The only person 
who can introduce that sequester is 
the majority leader. I do not take any­
thing away from the majority leader 
in saying there are 99 other Senators 
and the notion that the only person in 
this Chamber-and am I mistaken 
about this? Has this been altend since 
we discussed it earlier? The only 

person in the U.S. Senate who can pro­
pound an alternative to the sequester 
is the majority leader. The same is 
true in the other body. They have 435 
Members in the House. Only one of 
them can introduce an alternative se­
quester. I think that is really tinkering 
around with a procedural consider­
ation that we are going to regret. I al­
ready regret it, and we have not even 
started it yet. That is just one of the 
features of this which I really think 
are a procedural nightmare. 

Seventh, let me point out that we 
are really just postponing the day of 
reckoning, although we will have some 
pretty heavy going here in the next 
few weeks if we enact this-probably 
some work, tough votes, and decisions 
we have to make whether or not we 
want to support a tax increase, wheth­
er or not we want to see education cut, 
agriculture cut, defense cut, and other 
things. What we are really doing is 
putting off the day of reckoning. We 
are not advancing the day of reckon­
ing. We are not saying: OK, the prob­
lem is here; let us bite the bullet. We 
are saying: Let us go on a diet starting 
2 years from now. 

I am sure I have told this before. 
But after I put on a few pounds, I 
tried to figure out some way to lose 
weight without dieting. I cannot do it. 
What I can do is postpone the decision 
on Friday. I will say the weekend is a 
bad time to start a diet. On Monday I 
will say this is a hard week and it is a 
poor time to start the diet. But the 
truth of the matter is, if you want to 
lose weight, to eat a little less. If you 
want to balance the Federal budget, 
you have to start spending a little less. 

What we are really saying is we are 
going to be virtuous, strong, coura­
geous, take chances, we are going to 
bite the bullet but we are not going to 
do it for a couple of years. We are just 
going to take a nibble of the bullet 
now and really chomp down on it in 
1989. 

Finally, Mr. President, I have not 
tried to make an exhaustive list in this 
legislation, but I do want to note in 
passing that it gets the Congress even 
more deeply mired in micromanaging 
the affairs of the Government because 
when that sequester hits or threatens 
to hit, we will know with precision ex­
actly how every program, function, 
and operation of the Government is 
going to be affected. 

Then we are going to have presum­
ably an opportunity to consider an al­
ternative by the lead of the majority 
leader, if he decides to give us a vehi­
cle on which we can work. Then Sena­
tors are going to take a look at every 
act, every program, and every line 
item. We are going through and cri­
tique it and fine tune it. We are going 
to have votes, and we are going to in­
volve the Senate more and more 
deeply in the minutia of Government 
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instead of the policy issues of Govern­
ment. 

We have gone a long way down that 
road in the last 10 or 12 years since 
the passing of the Impoundment Act. 
Congress got mad at President Nixon 
because he did not spend some money. 
So we passed the Budget and Im­
poundment Act which drew us quite 
deeply into the process of second 
guessing things which had been for­
merly matters of executive discretion 
step by step with a lot of bad faith, I 
guess I would have to say on both 
sides, both on the side of the executive 
branch and on the side of the Con­
gress. We have rubbed each other's 
nerves so raw that now nobody trusts 
anybody. The only way that we can 
find to do business is to pass statutory 
enactments or report language that at­
tempts to fine tune these small fea­
tures of Government. 

What we really ought to do is have 
the courage, grace and confidence 
enough in our system and in the proc­
esses of Government, just the ordinary 
every-day processes of Government, to 
say, look, here is the policy, here is the 
broad outline. That is the law. That is 
what Congress passes. And it is then 
up to the President, the Cabinet of­
fices, and the OMB to make most of 
the day to day operating decisions 
about how to fit into those priorities, 
and not put them in such a straitjack­
et as we have done. 

First, because it corrupts the func­
tion of the Congress, and I will tell 
you in the years I have been here, I 
have seen the deterioration in the situ­
ation to a large degree, and I think 
others would say the same thing. Con­
gress is less and less willing to come to 
grips with large policy issues and more 
and more focused on the tiny issues, 
the minutia of Government. 

Somebody said-and I guess it is too 
cynical for me really to subscribe to, 
but it is not far off the mark-that 
you can tell how important an issue is 
by the way it is handled by the Con­
gress of the United States, because 
those matters which are basically in­
consequential are accorded the full 
treatment, the formal debate, the issu­
ance of a committee report, lengthly 
discussion on the floor, and really the 
full ceremonial honors. Those go to 
the matters which are basically minor 
or are of inconsequential importance. 
Those things which are of huge impor­
tance are handled in the middle of the 
night by unanimous consent with 30 
minutes' debate, and really are kind of 
blown off as if they did not matter. 
There is a lot of truth to that. I do not 
quite subscribe to that notion, but it is 
not far off the mark. 

Micromanagement of this kind is 
bad for the legislative branch. It is 
just terrible for the executive branch, 
because it puts the premium over 
there on their finding ways to subvert 
the intent of Congress. It is a situation 

in which capable executives are frus­
trated about 5 minutes after they get 
into office. It is the way no business­
man would operate a company. It is a 
way in which most State governments 
that I am familiar with are not operat­
ed. We would not operate our own of­
fices with the kind of procedural 
straitjacket that we put the President 
of the United States, our Cabinet sec­
retaries, and the OMB in. 

So those are the reasons why I think 
this legislation is seriously, and as I 
said earlier possibly fatally flawed. 
First, it does validate a very large in­
crease in the deficit. Second, there is a 
danger, a serious possibility that it will 
not work; that it is heavily backloaded; 
that it will come down like a ton of 
bricks on the new President right after 
he takes office; that it is so complicat­
ed and ambiguous that it is impossible 
for Senators, let alone people at home, 
to understand and therefore hold ac­
countable to people who are making 
policy; that it probably sets the stage 
for a tax increase or at least a large 
battle over a tax increase; that it is a 
procedural nightmare; and, that it 
leads to micromanagement which is 
bad for both Congress and the execu­
tive branch. 

Mr. President, the tragic part of this 
is that we do not have to make a Hob­
son's choice here. There are other 
horses in the barn. If the stable of 
keepers were not insisting we take 
only the horse nearest to the door, if 
we could go into the corral and sort of 
look them over, check their teeth, and 
hooves, the fact of the matter is there 
are a lot of better ideas on the drawing 
boards than this Rube Goldberg cock­
amamy proposition that we are going 
to vote on today. 

For example, we could enhance the 
recission authority of the President. 
That would save a lot of money. Do it 
in a way that would not undermine 
the prerogatives of the President. I re­
member when the Democrats were in 
control around here before I tried to 
get a resolution passed to enhance the 
President's rescission authority and 
Jimmy Carter was the President. All 
my Republican friends were apprehen­
sive-not all of them. A lot of_ them 
were afraid he would use his enhanced 
rescission authority to cut the Defense 
establishment. 

As soon as Ronald Reagan got in, I 
went around and got a bunch of them 
lined up because they felt more com­
fortable with Reagan in the White 
House. But I noticed there was a tre­
mendous dropoff on the other side of 
the aisle. Some of the same people 
who had been willing to strengthen 
the hands of the Democratic President 
were not willing to strengthen the 
hands of a Republican President. We 
argued about that, and fought over it. 
I offered amendments several times. 

Then Russell Long and I once of­
fered a very sensible proposal that 

would have given the President au­
thority to rescind on an expedited 
basis in order to meet targets in the 
budget resolution passed by the Con­
gress itself. Incredibly, I am dumb­
founded even in retrospect to report 
this, the administration opposed that. 
Here we had Democrats and Republi­
cans lined up and they actively op­
posed the measure. They did not think 
the President ought to have such au­
thority. They were afraid they would 
be accused of using it to rescind all or 
a portion of some increase in Social 
Security payments. They were afraid 
of it politically, so we only got 47 votes 
for it, which I think was the high­
water mark on rescission around here. 

The line item veto would be a better 
idea. A constitutional veto to balance 
the budget would be a better idea. 

What would be best would be if we 
agreed to set this measure over for 
about 2 weeks and every day take up 
about 10 proposals pending for specific 
spending reductions, if the President 
sent up a package of about 40 meas­
ures that would abolish, sharply cur­
tail, or drastically curtail programs 
like UDAG, farm subsidies, and 
others. 

When we got done with that, if we 
have the courage of our convictions, 
we would look at some of the sacred 
cows, such as Social Security. 

I note for my colleagues that I have 
said for the second time today the un­
mentionable word, "Social Security," 
and I draw attention to the fact thus 
far I have not been struck by light­
ning. 

Around here, if anybody mentions 
one of those sacred cows-farm subsi­
dies or Social Security-and suggests 
that we could fine-tune one of these 
and we could save money and it would 
be wise to do so, immediately there is 
such a hue and cry that they back off. 
It would be better for us to adopt 
some courage. 

We have a Hobson's choice. We can 
either saddle up the horse nearest to 
the door of the barn or forget it, be­
cause we are not going to get a chance 
to look at the other horses right now. 

Mr. President, on that basis, as I see 
it, we are confronted with a very un­
satisfactory choice: Either sort of go 
along the way we are, creeping disas­
ter, the prospect of rising deficits, 
rising interests rates, rising inflation, 
and probably a further decline of the 
dollar, and gradually sink into a quag­
mire-and undoubtedly were we to 
defeat this, it would be sometime 
before we could put together even the 
start of a bipartisan effort to bring 
this problem under control-or we can 
support this, with the likely outcome 
of a train wreck. 

So, do you want a creeping disaster 
or a train wreck? I have decided to be 
a train wreck man. I think passage of 
this is going to cause disaster sooner 
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or later, and probably both. It is 
better, in my opinion, to go forth in 
the spirit, not the letter, of this pro­
posal, but the spirit that underlies it, 
the spirit that brought together 
thoughtful people in both Houses, on 
both sides of the aisle, to support it. 
And when we invent these crazy new 
solutions to comply with it, it will be 
done in an open manner, and we will 
not resort to gimmicks, and the out­
come will be the best. 

When I was in the State legislature, 
we used to have a phrase which I do 
not think I have heard around here, 
but it applies here. When we came to a 
particularly noxious matter, we some­
times said we were going to hold our 
nose and vote for it. Mr. President, 
when the vote comes, I think I am 
going to hold my nose and vote for it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
need not repeat my remarks with ref­
erence to the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado. But, having heard his 
eloquent remarks in opposition, I must 
compliment him again. 

Far be it for me to challenge his 
logic that, in spite of all those reasons, 
he is going to hold his nose and vote 
for it. But I hope that those around 
here who wonder what is wrong with 
this measure listen. 

I might say, before I engage in a col­
loquy with the senior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] that I did hear 
the Senator from Colorado say he is 
going to vote for this and he thinks 
there is a way to get the $23 billion fix 
without taxes. I hope everybody un­
derstands he was expressing his view 
of the world. I prefer to tell the 
Senate what I think the consensus 
view of the world is, as to those who 
put this thing together. 

I do not think there is the slightest 
intention to affect a fix, getting rid of 
the sequester without additional taxes. 
I have not heard any proposal, and I 
do not see any on the horizon, to fix it; 
and even with that, I do not believe we 
are going to get an adequate defense 
level. 

The Senator from Colorado has his 
view. The Senator from Texas has his 
view, that he is going to vote for this. 
He said he would not vote for taxes. 
He did not say that it can be done 
without taxes. He said he merely was 
not going to vote for them. That was 
his position when he spoke. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. The Senator's 

statement reminds me of a footnote 
that I should state. 

First, while I am going to vote for 
this, I am going to listen intentently to 
what the President says when it 
reaches his desk. I do not know wheth­
er he will sign it. My feeling is that he 
will. This is going to be one of those 
rare occasions when I might change 
my mind. In the years I have been in 

the Senate, I do not recall that I have 
ever actually changed my vote as a 
result of a Presidential veto. I may in 
this case, depending on his reason for 
doing so. 

Second, I stopped just short of 
saying that I would never vote for any 
taxes. I said there is a consensus that 
taxes are part of the answer, but they 
had better not be counting on my vote 
to do that, because at the moment the 
sequester is more attractive than a big 
tax increase. 

I thank the Senator for permitting 
me to add that. My guess is that we 
will have a train wreck, and it will 
come down to a question of whether or 
not we can get all the principal players 
at the table, including the President, 
and it will involve a trade off of some 
taxes and involve a trade off on some 
of these sacred cows. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
should like to discuss with the Senator 
from Oregon the operation of seques­
tration with regard to a full-year ap­
propriation bill. My questions will 
relate equally to a full-year continuing 
resolution and to regular appropria­
tion bills. 

Is the distinguished ranking 
member, the senior Senator from 
Oregon, prepared to discuss that with 
me? 

Mr. HATFIELD. I will be happy to 
respond the best I can. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is prepared to 
engage in colloquy. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me assume that 
when the sequester order was issued, 
the baseline for each of three pro­
grams was $100 million, for a total 
spending baseline of $300 million. Let 
me also assume that the sequester per­
centage is 10 perce1;1t, which, for these 
three programs, translate;:; into a se­
quester of $10 million from each pro­
gram. 

I further assume that the full year 
appropriation bill funds these pro­
grams as follows: Program A, $100 mil­
lion; Program B, $115 million; Pro­
gram C, $85 million. 

I ask my friend, having read the lan­
guage in an effort to understand con­
tinuing resolutions and appropriations 
concerning sequester, how would this 
mechanism apply to these three pro­
grams, funded on a full-year bill which 
is enacted after the final sequester 
order has been issued? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, Ire­
spond to the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico by saying that this 
colloquy is not spontaneous. Rather, it 
is well prepared, from the standpoint 
that I found it necessary to go to our 
staff on the Appropriations Commit­
tee, including both technical and legal 
resources that we have on that com­
mittee, to try to work out some re­
sponses to these questions. Thereby, I 
want to give it more authenticity than 
if I were to try to respond off the top 

of my head, on the basis of my reading 
of the report. 

So, I want to make very clear that 
this is composite thinking. Therefore, 
any kind of attack that might be made 
on my responses would have to be 
made equally to my staff as well as to 
myself, but seriously, it reflects our 
best understanding of the situation 
after some study and analysis. 

Let us take this scenario that the 
Senator from New Mexico has out­
lined and I would say this, that if 
these programs were to be handled 
under the conference report as best we 
understand it, program A would be cut 
by $10 million, which would bring it to 
$90 million; program B would be cut 
by $10 million, which would bring it to 
$105 million; but program C would not 
subject to any cuts at all because the 
language prohibits the reduction of a 
program to a level which is below the 
baseline minus the sequester. 

I might note, however, this appears 
to be the case only in the very rare in­
stance where a regular appropriation 
bill is signed into law immediately fol­
lowing enactment of a partial-year 
continuing resolution. 

I believe this may have occurred in 
1983 or 1984. But that would be basi­
cally the way I would interpret the ap­
plication of this conference report on 
those three programs. 

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the net 
savings from sequester in that illustra­
tion? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Again, if you 
assume the baseline of $300 million, a 
10 percent sequester should have re­
sulted in a post-sequester spending of 
$270 million, but because of this spe­
cial rule, actual spending will be at 
$280 million. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am compelled to 
ask my good friend how the propo­
nents of this conference report can 
then assume and assure us that the 
deficit reduction purported here will 
actually happen? How are we guaran­
teed? Not that I want it to happen 
against appropriations, but it seems to 
me that there are some who are saying 
that is what is going to happen. How 
are we guaranteed that the fiscal year 
1988 sequester will actually result in a 
$23 billion deficit reduction? 

Mr. HATFIELD. I would respond 
again to my good friend that I find 
such assurances difficult to justify. 
Dealing with the realities that we 
have to deal with, I must question 
whether those assurances can be deliv- . 
ered. I think they may be offered with 
good intentions and in good faith, but 
I can say from the appropriations per­
spective I do not really see how this 
could automatically happen. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Then I have an­
other question. This one is regarding 
the so-called cleanup accounting pro­
cedure which is supposed to take place 
after one or more short-term continu-
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ing resolutions, at the time we finally 
enact a full year funding bill. There 
are provisions trying to cover that 
here. 

Using program C from the above ex­
ample, is it not true that that account, 
which was funded at $85 million, or 
$15 million below the baseline of $100 
million, is subject to further reduction 
under a short-term CR? 

Mr. HATFIELD. I would say the 
Senator is correct, for the reason that 
if program C is funded in a short-term 
CR at an annual rate of, say, $85 mil­
lion and the sequester percentage is 10 
percent, then the resulting rate would 
be $76.5 million in one interpretation, 
or could be $75 million under a seem­
ingly plausible but again a different, 
separate interpretation. 

Mr. DOMENICI. So that means that 
it is true that when a full-year bill is 
enacted the $10 million cut must be re­
stored, but because of the rule that no 
account may be sequestered under a 
full-year bill to a level which is lower 
than the baseline minus the sequester 
amount, or in this case below $90 mil­
lion. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I would say the 
Senator is correct again for in the il­
lustration either the $8.5 million of 
the $10 million, depending on how you 
read the language and how you inter­
pret it, would have to be restored to 
bring program C back up to its origi­
nal $85 million level. At least that is 
what appears to be the case. Given the 
caveat, unfortunately, as the bill lan­
guage contains the confusing and am­
biguous term, and I quote "the 
amount sequestered" when describing 
the effect of a sequestration order on 
a partial year-I want to underscore 
the "partial year"-continuing resolu­
tion. It appears that the conferees 
were under a misperception that only 
a limited sum of dollars are provided 
by a CR and that the "amount" se­
questered was proportionate to this re­
duced level. This is not the case as I 
understand it, and once the funds are 
sequested, I am not sure how they can 
be magically reincarnated or restored 
and considered available in this subse­
quent measure. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Where would the 
Government find the money to pay 
for such a restoration? 

Mr. HATFIELD. I do not find any­
thing in the conference report that ad­
dresses this question. As for myself, I 
do not see how it could be done, given 
the fact that when amounts were se­
questered from the short-term CR's 
those amounts were permanently can­
celled, pursuant to the specifications 
of the final order. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Then it seems to 
me, I say to my friend from Oregon, 
that I might infer that in all likeli­
hood we may actually be asked to 
enact an appropriations measure in 
order to provide a restoration of se-

questered amounts which are prom­
ised in this conference report. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I believe the Sena­
tor from New Mexico is correct. 

Mr. President, let me add a few addi­
tional thoughts on this particular 
question that we are facing here for 
this procedure that we have discussed 
may come across as either incompre­
hensible or very complex. It is both. 
And I think that has been one of the 
difficulties that the conference com­
mittee has experienced trying to deal 
with complexities with not only novel 
and complex procedures, but also how 
these would apply to highly technical 
appropriation legislation. 

I think the issues raised by my col­
league from New Mexico point to the 
very substantial question of just how 
will this work, the mechanics of it and 
we as legislators have a responsibility, 
I believe, to assure that the laws we 
pass are reasonably likely to achieve 
the results that we intend. 

I think that it is clear that this con­
ference agreement fails that test. But 
there is a more fundamental question. 
It does not revolve around merely 
trying to make sense of the words 
before us-it goes to the basic illogic of 
trying to balance the Federal budget 
by slashing discretionary appropria­
tions, addressing a very small part of 
the total budget. 

If the goal of the supporters of this 
legislation is to prove that we can cut 
discretionary spending, the Appropria­
tions Committee and this body have 
time and time again proven the point. 

Only 6 years ago, I want to remind 
ourselves discretionary spending was 
nearly half the Federal budget. It is 
now less than a third-less than $300 
billion of a budget exceeding $1 tril­
lion. 

If this legislation passes, I cannot 
doubt that we will slash discretionary 
expenditures to under a quarter of the 
total budget-but we will accomplish 
very little indeed toward eliminating 
the deficit. 

And at what cost? 
Earlier this year everyone crowded 

to jump on the bandwagon of address­
ing the needs of our Nation's home­
less. Those programs will be devastat­
ed. 

We have spent weeks on the defense 
authorization bill, and I do not shed 
crocodile tears over the imposition of 
this measure on this part of the spend­
ing, but it still has to be looked at in a 
fair, objective way as much as we can 
be objective. But all our rhetoric and 
debate on these issues will be swept 
away by the meat ax cuts called for in 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, even in this 
area of spending. 

Health research, science and tech­
nology, environmental protection, eco­
nomic development, law enforcement, 
international assistance-all with face 
the same fate. 

Mr. President, until we confront the 
real problems driving the Federal defi­
cit, which are entitlements and the 
lack of revenues, we are only fooling 
the American people. Worse-we are 
fooling ourselves. 

I know the sponsors of this legisla­
tion say that this in only an action 
forcing device, that this will force the 
Congress to address mandatory spend­
ing and taxes. 

Unfortunately this device is a loaded 
gun pointed directly at the Appropria­
tions Committee-and the folks that 
are supposed to be forced into action 
are on the tax writing and authorizing 
committees. 

We are already bruised veterans of 
this difficult budget cutting business. I 
have said it in the past and I will re­
state it again: we have been in surgery 
and without the benefit of anesthetic. 
Good programs have been amputated 
and operated on in the discretionary 
part of the budget. We do not have 
much of a body left to operate on. 

And we have gotten the message in 
that Appropriations Committee. We 
have cut and cut and cut. 

I might ask, and even today I think 
it would be a very pertinent question, 
Where is the reconciliation bill that is 
supposed to address this same prob­
lem? 

Mr. President, I want to just offer 
really a gratuitous, unnecessary obser­
vation. But, as a history buff, I am 
wondering what we really are doing to 
the next President of the United 
States, be that person Democrat or 
Republican. I wonder if we are really 
setting up a situation which will create 
the same circumstances that faced a 
man by the name of Herbert Hoover. 

We have been playing Calvin Coo­
lidge for an awful long time in the last 
few years in not facing up to the sig­
nals and the danger signs we have cer­
tainly encountered recently. And I am 
not sure that in the present circum­
stance of today's politics that, even 
though Mr. Hoover's administration 
was the first administration to inter­
dict the economic cycle with the 
powers of the Federal Government­
and while it is fortunate that histori­
ans are recognizing that Harding, Coo­
lidge, and Hoover were not the last of 
the old regime resistance. Rather it 
was only Harding and Coolidge who 
were the last of the old and Herbert 
Hoover was the one who laid the foun­
dations for the New Deal. 

Be that as it may, I do not think 
today we face the same political envi­
ronment. I think the next President, 
instead of having to worry and fret 
and shoulder the responsibilities of 
the inaction or the bad actions of the 
previous years and administrations, 
will probabl~ spend more of his time 
not dealing with the Gramm-Rudman 
fix that he will inherit but fending off 
articles of impeachment. That, to me, 
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will be the real task for the next Presi­
dent given the budgetary disaster we 
are encouraging with this legislation. 

I might ask the Senator from New 
Mexico, would you really want to be 
the next President of the United 
States and inherit that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Under no circum­
stances. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Sena­
tor. 

<Mr. DIXON assumed the chair.) 
Mr. DOMENICI. As a matter of fact, 

I might say to my dear friend, in his 
absence this morning-and I know he 
was at the markup on the Energy 
Committee, which I could not make-! 
came to the conclusion and told the 
Senate that if anybody was voting for 
this because of a 6-year emergency 
balanced budget, fix-the-economy bill, 
that they were pipe dreaming. As a 
matter of fact, it may get us through 
the next 2 years, and then we will 
start over with another President. No 
one convinces me that we are going to 
be anywhere close to the target set for 
the first 2 years by the time we are 
through with all the manipulating. 
And, as my friend from Colorado said, 
it is so complex that it is going to be 
the innovator of all kinds of shenani­
gans. 

Then, I might say to my friend, in 
this next year, we claim we have a 
fixed target. But then we say the cut 
is no more than a certain amount. And 
then we set a new, higher baseline 
from which to start. Whatever current 
law is, we add 4.2 percent to it. We 
could be at $175 billion with that 
added to it. 

So we will send this new President, 2 
years from now, a target that is sup­
posed to really get us on the way. It 
will be absolutely impossible. And do 
you know what he is going do? He is 
going to say, "Let's get rid of that first 
thing, and let's talk sense." 

So this bill is really about 2 years, 
that is what we are really finagling 
with. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Would you say it is 
analogous to the Western parlance of 
a floating financial crap game? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Well, I have heard 
so many wonderful expressions of late 
that you might want to give me the 
privilege of saying I pass on that. I am 
not sure. 

I understand the Senator from 
Washington desires to speak. 

I might say to Senators on my side, 
if any of you are interested, I am get­
ting pretty close to agreeing that we 
are through on our side. I want an­
other few minutes, and I understand 
the distinguished minority leader 
wants a few minutes. I understand my 
friend, the senior Senator from Wash­
ington, wants a few minutes and the 

distinguished Senator from Kansas, 
Senator KAssEBAUM, wants to speak. I 
think that is about it on our side. So 
we should not be too many more min­
utes, I say to the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. EVANS. Thank you, Mr. Presi­
dent. I did not know it at the time, but 
several nights ago I had an opportuni­
ty to go through some old papers, 
trying to sort things out in prepara­
tion for doing some writing for a lec­
ture later on this fall. As I went 
through all of that, I ran across some 
things that bear on what we are argu­
ing today, for it was a series of budget 
papers during several of the years I 
served as Governor of the State of 
WashiDgton. 

Those budget papers reflected a time 
during our fiscal biennium when we 
had very sharp retrenchment in our 
economy, creating a necessity for the 
government to move and to move rap­
idly to keep our budget in balance. We 
did so by radically restricting spending 
on an imm£diate basis. 

In thinking about that time .and 
those papers and this debate today, I 
am struck by how simple and how 
easy, and, perhaps relatively, how 
small the problems were in that State. 
But then, on second throught, I began 
to wonder why we make things so darn 
complex here. 

I doubt that there is one State out 
of 50 in this Nation that does not at 
this time have a better accounting pro­
cedure than the Federal Government, 
a more simplified and streamlined 
budget procedure, a better method of 
keeping their books, and a more un­
derstandable way of predicting what is 
going to happen. In virtually every re­
spect, these States, presumably with 
fewer people, with less expertise and 
experience, have all contrived some­
how to do the job in a better, simpler, 
and more straightforward manner 
than we. 

Well, with all of that, Mr. President, 
I am going to vote for this bill. I do 
not like it very well, but it is the only 
game in town. No one I have heard of 
has suggested a real alternative to 
what is being suggested here. I am not 
among those who believe that Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings has failed. I think, 
quite to the contrary, it has worked 
and worked far better than we could 
have anticipated when it was passed. 
It has worked because we have set for 
ourselves and for the President the re­
quirement of fixed targets. And even 
though we are now in the process of 
modifying or changing those targets, 
they are still going to be fixed targets. 

It was too easy for us in the past, 
before Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, to 
merely say, "Here's what we want to 
spend and here's what the current rev­
enues will bring in." And when we 
were shocked by the difference, the 
size of the deficit, we merely refigured 

the economy or economic projection. 
We rejuggled figures, knowing full 
well that what we were producing was 
not honest and was not straightfor­
ward and certainly would not be accu­
rate. 

At least under this act, over the last 
several years, we have been forced to 
fix targets. We have been forced to a 
more rigorous measure of expectation 
of the economy and the revenues that 
economy would bring in in the future. 
And in fiscal 1987, at least, we finally 
started to stop the fiscal hemorrhage 
which has been going on in this 
Nation for most of the last decade. 

I think it has worked so far because 
the alternative to meeting those tar­
gets is a mechanistic sequester, which 
no one wants. That mechanistic se­
quester is unacceptable to constituents 
who put us here to make tough 
choices. 

I believe that, even with the difficul­
ty and the complexity of this confer­
ence report, if adopted, this Congress 
eventually will not sit still for a 
mechanistic sequester, but will find a 
proper, more balanced, more rational 
way to meet the same targets. 

This fix, which certaintly is not the 
best approach, is probably one of the 
only realistic approaches we have in 
front of us. A vote against it, at this 
point, is merely a vote to retreat. It is 
a vote to have nothing in place. It is a 
vote to say we are either going to come 
to an extraordinary crash with the un­
reachable goals under the unamended 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill, or that 
we are going to abandon the whole 
process and let deficits go where they 
will. 

I do not think either course is re­
sponsible. We cannot turn our backs 
on the problems we face. We have got 
to keep the pressure on. We have got 
to keep focusing on fixed targets and 
try to make those targets as tough to 
reach as possible, but still realistic tar­
gets. 

Like all of us, I am concerned about 
national security and I do not think 
we can adopt a program that will strip 
from this country an adequate defense 
and adequate spending for defense. A 
level of spending which, at least over 
the last 6 years, has gone a long way 
toward ensuring that the Soviet Union 
came to the bargaining table. It has 
probably been one of the largest and 
most responsible causes for the arms 
control agreement we are about to 
enter into. 

I am equally concerned, as my col­
leagues are, with the alternatively 
simple solution-maybe not an easy 
one but it is certainly simple-to erase 
the deficit by wholesale increases in 
taxes. 

But this is no time to let perfect be 
the enemy of good. We are not produc­
ing something that is perfect. But I 
believe it is at least good enough to 
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try. Let us face it, we painted ourselves 
into this corner. We, and the Presi­
dent, both joined in producing budgets 
and appropriations which had increas­
ing amounts of red ink. We kept kid­
ding ourselves that budget deficits 
would keep coming down each year 
and as each year passed we saw that 
instead of going down, the deficits 
were going up. We should have known 
better. And we tried again the next 
year and we predicted that deficits 
would go down and at year end the 
deficits kept going up. We knew they 
were going up but refused to face up 
to it. It was only when a Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings bill came into being 
that we had to march to a tougher 
drummer. 

I have said that those opposed to 
this legislation, Mr. President, have 
not suggest.ed any great series of alter­
natives. Do we adopt, as some in this 
body would suggest, a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution? Well, 
I can tell you one thing, that if we did 
we would have all the complexities 
that we are now facing under this leg­
islation, coupled with the full partici­
pation with all 18 feet of the 9 Mem­
bers of the Supreme Court. That is a 
complexity we do not need. 

If you are concerned about the 
boxing-in that we are doing with the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill, if you 
pass a balanced budget to the U.S. 
Constitution, you "ain't seen nothing 
yet.'' 

That layer of complexity would be 
with us for years as the Court tried to 
interpret what we meant by all of the 
fiscal terms we commonly use each 
day. 

In fact, what we should be focusing 
on, Mr. President, is the budget proc­
ess itself. Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
attacks the symptoms but not the 
cause. It is an additional complex pro­
cedure which exacerbates the overall 
complexity of the budget process but 
perhaps is necessary since we are un­
willing at this point to produce any­
thing simpler. 

We spend far too many hours on 
this subject and others in this body, 
particularly tinkering with procedures, 
and far too little time dealing with 
substance. It is time to start rebuild­
ing. Clearly our current budget laws 
are fundamentally flawed. It is time to 
start from scratch and put together a 
program that works. 

There are some positive proposals 
around, many of which ought to be 
more seriously considered than they 
have been up to now. I have spent 
hours with my colleagues, Mr. Presi­
dent, in the last several weeks, on the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com­
mittee, and we have had to deal with 
the problems of how we were going to 
meet the reconciliation targets. I can 
tell you that we have been subjected 
to the most bizarre, complex, Byzan-

tine kind of scorekeeping I have ever 
seen in my life. 

It is not so much whether you really 
save money or do not save money; it is 
how you keep score. It has gotten to 
the point where it is really a Mad Hat­
ter's tea party in the way we do our 
business. 

I see my distinguished colleague 
from Kansas is here. She and Senator 
INOUYE from Hawaii have introduced a 
bill which I think needs some serious 
consideration and debate, which would 
simply abandon our Budget Commit­
tee, make the authorization commit­
tees into Appropriations Subcommit­
tees along with their other responsibil­
ities, and make the Appropriations 
Committee as I understand it sort of a 
grand leadership committee to pull to­
gether of all of those efforts. It would 
slash, at one time, through much of 
the thicket we have built over the last 
10 years. 

Along with that, Mr. President, we 
ought to consider more seriously than 
we are willing to in this bill, although 
I am glad to see that there are some 
beginning efforts in this proposal, to 
look seriously at 2-year budgeting. 

Although it is not in here, I think we 
ought to equally look at a straightfor­
ward capital budget to go along with 
our operating budget so that we all 
really understand better just what it is 
we are doing. 

No State, and no corporation I know 
of, would accept a budget that did not 
clearly set aside their capital expendi­
tures from the maintenance and oper­
ating expenditures of a budget. 

We need to ensure, Mr. President, 
that there are at least 13 separate ap­
propriation bills which we present to 
the President. We are not only giving 
the President a line-item veto, but 
when we send him a single overall con­
tinuing resolution we have stolen from 
him for all practical purposes any kind 
of veto at all. 

What President after the beginning 
of a fiscal year, when faced with a 
single omnibus appropriation bill cov­
ering the entire Government of the 
United States, could afford to veto 
that bill and in doing so bring the 
entire Government to a halt? 

With all of that, Mr. President, I do 
not think the news is all bad. We have 
spent much of our time over the last 
few days, and over the last few weeks, 
in arguing about budgets and in look­
ing ahead, purporting to show how 
things are going to get worse rather 
than better. We forget sometimes that 
every time we look ahead toward bud­
getmaking we are dealing with the 
future. We are estimating. We are pre­
dicting events which we simply cannot 
know for sure, events which will 
happen in terms of economic perform­
ance, in terms of international affairs, 
in terms of a whole host of other 
measures which will have or could 
have drastic effects on future deficits. 

When I said the news is not all bad, 
I think it is important, sometimes, to 
look back and to see where we have 
come from. I think it is important to 
not just look at the dollar size of the 
deficit which has gone in the past 6 
years from fiscal year 1982 onward 
from 111, 195, 175, 212, 221. This year, 
which will end in less than a month, it 
is estimated that it will be less than 
$160 billion. We have turned some­
thing of a corner. 

If you measure the deficit, however, 
you should not measure it just in 
dollar terms, because that does not 
mean very much unless you compare 
the dollar terms to the total size of the 
budget so you know what percentage 
it is of that total budget. The deficit as 
'a percentage of total revenues actually 
peaked in 1983. In fiscal1982, the defi­
cit as a percentage of revenues was 
almost 18 percent. In 1983, it was 32¥2 
percent. By fiscal 1984, it was down to 
26 percent. Then up to 29, down to 
28.7. And in fiscal 1987, down to 18.5 
percent-lower than at any other year 
since 1982. 

What is even more important, Mr. 
President, is the measure of what we 
pay in interest. What is our debt serv­
ice every year compared to the total 
revenues we take in? That is a mean­
ingful figure. That is something we 
look at as a family, as a corporation, as 
a State, and we should as a nation. We 
should certainly be looking at trends. 
Are we spending more of our income 
on debt service this year than last 
year? If we are spending more, we are 
headed for real trouble as a family or 
as a nation. If we are spending less, we 
may be getting a little healthy. 

What are the figures over the last 6 
years? In 1982, we spent 13.8 percent 
of our income on debt service. In 1983 
it was 15 percent. In 1984, it was 16.7 
percent. In 1985, it was 17.6 percent. 
We were headed for real trouble in 
each succeeding year. 

In 1986, it was 17.7 percent. 
But, listen. In 1987, the year which 

will very shortly end, it is estimated 
that the percentage of income that 
goes to debt service will be 16.1 per­
cent, the lowest it has been in the last 
4 years. 

We have an opportunity with the 
bill we are about to pass to keep it at 
about that same level. We are not 
going to make very much additional 
progress, but it will still keep it at a 
reasonable level. It will not allow it to 
creep upward any more. I think that 
in itself is a pretty significant measure 
of progress. 

The challenge, as we look ahead, is 
to do what we can do to have the best 
chance of ensuring a good, healthy, 
economy. Because a strong economy, 
more than anything else, is going to 
determine the size of our fiscal deficit 
1 year from today. 
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We will go through all of our bud­

getmaking. We will set pretty closely 
the total amount of spending. But we 
are still guessing on what the revenues 
will be. Those revenues will depend on 
the nature of our economy and its 
speed of growth, the rate of inflation, 
the rate of unemployment, and all of 
the other factors we look at so care­
fully. 

But in each of those we are estimat­
ing at best and guessing, probably 
more accurately. 

What is more important, Mr. Presi­
dent, is that as we look ahead this 
year, perhaps more than any year in 
our recent history, we have a chance 
to affect what happens instead of just 
waiting for the results. If we send 
clear signals that we are serious about 
deficit reduction to the financial mar­
kets, the business leaders, the people 
who make up the private sector of our 
economy, and our international 
friends, allies, and trading partners, 
then, Mr. President, I think we can 
begin to affect the health of our econ­
omy. That is what can have remarka­
ble results. 

If our economy grows in terms of 
real growth of the gross national prod­
uct 1 percent faster than we are now 
anticipating, that alone would reduce 
the size of our deficit by $30 billion­
plus. That, Mr. President, as far as I 
am concerned, is the very best way to 
reduce our fiscal deficit. 

We have to make some tough 
choices. Those tough choices may in­
clude some revenue increases. They 
may include cutting the defense 
budget more than some would suggest. 
It may include postponing or even cut­
ting some of the important domestic 
services we would like to carry out. 
But by doing so we can lay the ground­
work for a better economy and a 
better opportunity for the next year 
when it comes along. 

Mr. President, I am not like some 
who feel that this is so flawed it ought 
to be defeated. I am not like some who 
feel that we are headed for a train 
wreck, as my colleague from Colorado 
suggested. But he was going to vote 
for the train wreck because he 
thought out of the train wreck might 
come something better. 

No, I am not going to vote for it be­
cause I am a great enthusiast and 
think it is a great piece of legislation. 
Few pieces of legislation that we pass 
are. But I am going to vote for it be­
cause I do think it is the only responsi­
ble gam·e in town today. I believe it is 
something we can work with. I am con­
fident that my colleagues will join 
and, together, we will pass a responsi­
ble alternative to an automatic seques­
ter and that in doing so we will lay the 
groundwork for a stronger economy. 
If, in fact, that is the outcome, then 
we will have dealt responsibly with our 
charge as Senators of the United 
States. I thank the Chair. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
at the risk of standing alone at the 
end of what I know has been a labori­
ous effort on the part of many to fash­
ion this particular legislation, I would 
just like to speak for a moment about 
why I will be voting against it. 

First, I would highly praise the Sen­
ator from Florida, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee [Mr. CHILES] and 
the ranking member, the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI]. 
There have been no two members who 
have worked harder in the years I 
have served on the Budget Committee 
to try to fashion a sensible budget. 

The godfather of the present budget 
legislation, the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. GRAMM] is also on the floor. I 
think we in this body share the desire 
for deficit reduction and a balanced 
budget and, more importantly, a sound 
and sensible fiscal policy. 

Now legislation is before us attached 
to a debt ceiling limit, which we must 
pass, to significantly change Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings in the name of defi­
cit reduction. 

I voted against the original Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings legislation and I will 
vote against this particular measure 
for very simple reasons. I have never 
believed we could procedurally solve 
our deficit problem. I have never be­
lieved the answer lay in a set of fig­
ures which force us into a straitjacket 
and which do not give us flexibility. 

Second, I do not believe it will work 
because we will never enforce it. We 
will continue to exempt programs. We 
will utilize new economic factors. Or 
we will change targets. 

Our intentions will be the best our 
implementation will be questionable. 

I would just like to list a couple of 
things that we do not think about 
when we place ourselves in this kind of 
procedural straitjacket. Let us consid­
er the legislative priorities we have set 
for ourselves: 

The Clean Air Act must be passed 
this year. Its cost may be as high as $5 
billion. 

The Senate-passed trade bill will 
cost almost $10 billion. Only some of 
the cost has been built into this base­
line. 

The space station will cost approxi­
mately $16.5 billion, and the supercon­
ductor and supercollider is expected to 
cost about $9.5 billion. 

Keep in mind, Mr. President, that 
the vast majority of these expenses 
are not figured into this baseline. Are 
we willing to forgo these initiatives 
and others, the cost of which will be 
enormous, in favor of hitting Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings deficit targets? I 
submit we will not be so disposed. 

It is imperative, and it must be our 
initial responsibility in the U.S. 

Senate, to reconcile our legislative 
goals and determine the best way to 
pay for them. These decisions must be 
coupled with a sound fiscal policy. 
Therein lies the problem. 

A sound fiscal policy must balance 
social and political needs against eco­
nomic costs. It is not dependent upon 
arbitrary targets which can be juggled 
or procedural measures which can be 
circumvented when we run out of op-
tions. · 

I admit the choices are tough. We 
have struggled with it since our found­
ing. Many contend, like the distin­
guished Senator from Washington 
[Mr. EvANS] who has wisely lent his 
advice on fiscal problems, that there is 
no other game in town. 

But I do not think this is true. The 
other games, so to speak, are tackling 
spending on defense and entitlements 
and increasing revenues-something 
that many are loathe to address. How­
ever, we have done it before. I think 
we can do it again. There is no easy 
way out of the situation before us. But 
substituting one set of smoke and mir­
rors for another is certainly not the 
answer. For that reason, Mr. Presi­
dent, I will be voting against the meas­
ure before us. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am 

sure there are a few more people who 
want to speak and I know we are eager 
to vote. Rather . than wait until the 
last minute, I will go ahead and 
answer several points that have been 
made today, and I will try to be brief. 

We have heard a variety of argu­
ments against fixing the Gramm-Rud­
mann-Hollings law. We have heard 
people who do not like the way we are 
doing it. One can always make an ar­
gument that there is a better way and 
a better time. The reality is, however, 
that this is the only opportunity we 
are going to have. 

We have heard people get up and 
say, as did the distinguished Senator 
from New York, "Do you realize if we 
require a balanced budget this could 
cut AIDS research, that this could cut 
funding for air traffic control?" And 
that hits close to home to me because 
I for one am tired of money being 
raised for an air safety trust fund and 
then spent on other things. He listed 
all the heartthrob programs that 
many of us support and people want. 
We have heard people say, "If we put 
this new mechanism into place, man­
date an automatic cut if we don't meet 
the target, it will cut defense." You 
have heard people say, "You realize if 
we mandate a balanced budget it will 
force a tax increase." 

The problem is there is no free 
lunch. The problem is we are not 
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going to balance the budget without 
doing at least one of the above. 

Now, I do not know the final out­
come of the debate. I am not certain, 
when we put the whole package to­
gether, whether we will meet this 
target and achieve a balanced budget 
over the next 6 years by controlling 
domestic spending. I hope we do. By 
reducing defense further; I hope we do 
not. By raising taxes; I hope we do 
not. But in a sense, a lot of these 
speeches we have heard are the kind 
of speeches you might hear if you 
were getting together prior to football 
season and you had people jump up 
and say, "Do you realize if we play a 
football game, our opponent might 
score a touchdown? We might fumble 
the ball?" Good things and bad things 
may happen, but the point is every­
body here recognizes that if we do not 
revitalize the Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings law, we are not going to address 
this problem. 

I do not know the final outcome. I 
know what I want it to be, but I am 
not willing to say that because the 
final outcome of the debate concern­
ing reducing the deficit is one that I 
do not agree with, I am, therefore, 
willing to give up on the commitment 
we have made to the American people 
to control spending and to balance the 
Federal budget. I, for one, believe the 
time has come to take on this dragon. 
I am not sure how the ultimate death 
of the dragon is going to be produced, 
but I am willing to commit myself to 
that goal and to work with anybody 
else in the Senate who wants to work 
together to try to meet the target of 
$23 billion of deficit reduction this 
year and try to meet the targets in the 
outyears as well. 

I believe the plain truth is that 
while there is no guarantee this proc­
ess is going to be successful, it is like 
being the pilot of a jet fighter that is 
crashing. There are really only two al­
ternatives: One, we can go ahead and 
ride it down to the ground or, two, we 
can fire the explosive charge under 
the ejection seat. It may blow up and 
kill us. The canopy may not come off 
and we may go through it. The para­
chute may not open. 

All of those represent the funda­
mental uncertainties when you set out 
binding constraints and you force poli­
ticans to make hard choices. The 
notion of politicans making hard 
choices represents relatively unex­
plored territory in the functioning of 
democracy. I, for one, am willing to 
take those risks, and I am willing to 
take those risks because there is no 
real alternative. This is the only mech­
anism that we have that gives us any 
hope of forcing the Federal Govern­
ment to be fiscally responsible. 

It is for that reason I am asking 
people to vote for this bill, not that it 
is the best piece of legislation ever 
written, not that brilliant people could 

not have written it better. But the 
plain truth is nobody did. We have de­
bated this subject for 2¥2 years. We 
have spent literally hundreds of hours 
in meetings trying to hammer out dif­
ferences and get a bill. This is the best 
product we could produce. If it is re­
jected, do we have any reason to think 
that there will be a better one? I see 
none. If it is rejected, do we have any 
reason to believe that deficits will go 
down? That has not happened in the 
past. It is something that has been left 
up to us. We have not done the job in 
the past. This bill, with all of its im­
perfections and warts, still represents 
the best hope we have of dealing with 
the problem. 

The pill is bitter, but the disease 
kills, and I believe it is imperative that 
we address the problem. I urge my col­
leagues to vote yes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 
unless the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. BoscHWITZ] wants to 
speak-and I am sending for him-our 
distinguished leader wants to speak 
for 5 minutes. I do not think there are 
any others. I am putting out the word 
on this side, so I think it is very close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from New Mexico indicating 
then that with the exception of the 
minority leader, who wants to speak 
for 5 minutes, the Senator from New 
Mexico is prepared to close? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I might say to the 
Chair, we are sending for the distin­
guished minority leader. I hope he is 
going to be available. I am going to 
speak a little bit myself, but I do send 
word if there are any Senators who 
really want to come down, obviously at 
this time we ought not preclude them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recog­
nized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let 
me say to Senators who are listening, 
if you have not voted before for a 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings automatic 
sequester fix, whatever its official 
name, you should have absolutely no 
difficulty voting against this thing we 
have here today. We once had a pro­
posal before us that was calculated to 
work. The Supreme Court threw it 
out. We found ways and means of 
making sure that it was not a dupli­
cate of that bill. And yet I am con­
vinced that a number of Senators will 
come down here and say, "Well, I 
voted for it before. How can I vote 
against it now? It is the only game in 
town." 

Let me tell you, Mr. President, it 
may appear to be the only game in 
town, but it is a pretty rotten game. As 
a matter of fact, there are not many 
people who would bow to the altar of 
this bill, except for the fact they are 
told it, in some way, will fix the deficit 
of the United States, in some automat­
ic way. My great and good friend from 
Texas said not from God, but some 

magical wand that we have stuck in 
the thousands and thousands of words 
in this bill, many of which no one can 
interpret. 

I heard my friend from Colorado say 
it is about as complicated as anything 
he has ever seen. He is pretty astute. 
With all the staff help around, he 
cannot understand it all. I submit to 
you, that complex matters around 
here have only one tendency. They 
lead to innovative paths around what 
was intended. There are 10, 12, 14 
committees of the Congress, there is 
the ingenuity of OMB directors and 
others. This is a pale replica of what 
we voted in a few years ago, what was 
going to get the deficit under control. 

Mr. President, there are plenty of 
games in town. As a matter of fact, I 
honestly believe there is a better 
chance, through other means, to 
achieve a true bipartisan Presidential 
compromise to work the will of the 
Congress, and get 23 billion dollars' 
worth of deficit reduction. 

We are more apt to get an accepta­
ble, good $23 billion package if we 
defeat this conference report. That 
will take a few months. There will be a 
bunch of confrontations. There will be 
some appropriations confrontations. 

Do not forget, Mr. President, and 
Members of the Senate, there is a rec­
onciliation bill languishing in the com­
mittees. It is the only instruction 
around. It was voted in by the Con­
gress of the United States. It carries 
with it the opportunity to bring a bill 
to the floor that has all kinds of privi­
leges vested in it. Turn to that as the 
instrument. Put that together. Negoti­
ate with the President. There is noth­
ing in the world wrong with that. 

So to anyone who thinks there is no 
other game in town, you are killing off 
the existing game in town. Anybody 
that votes for this must understand 
that. There will be no other game in 
town after this. This will be the game. 

We have heard people on the floor 
talk about deficit reduction, in terms 
of domestic spending priorities. Those 
are people I dearly respect. I greatly 
admire them. To the extent that they 
are on my side of the aisle and they 
are speaking about that, they are 
living in a fantasy land. They are 
dreaming. 

Mr. President, the agenda is set. And 
it is very, very simple. It will be domes­
tic programs at exactly the budget 
level, Mr. President, plus a little more. 
No ifs, no and, no buts. 

Does anybody really believe that 
under a sequester that comes from 
this bill, that the majority will say, we 
are going to reduce the appropriated 
accounts to save $23 billion? 

Mr. Presid~nt, I have been in every 
meeting. I have been at every confer­
ence. I have seen every scrap of paper. 
How are we going to get the $23 bil­
lion? I know it by heart. They start 
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with what we originally had in the 
budget. Then they take out REA be­
cause they no longer want to count 
asset sales. Then they put exactly 
what was in that budget resolution, 
except for one thing: not quite as 
many taxes because we only saving $23 
billion, and no high tier on defense. If 
you want a high tier on defense, Mr. 
President, you will not cut domestic to 
pay for it. You have to raise more 
taxes. So no high tier on defense. 

Why do we have people down here 
talking about fixing the $23 billion, 
when it is as plain as the lines on the 
palm of your hand that it is nothing 
more than, Mr. President, here it is. It 
is this much taxes; it is exactly the 
amount of appropriations we said we 
wanted from the beginning. Then 
what about defense? It is going to 
start at the low level. Then it is going 
to say if you want a little bit more, put 
some more taxes on. 

We are going to get to the point 
where the President of the United 
States is going to have a very interest­
ing option. As I said before, because of 
this mix, we have increased the proba­
bility that there will be a sequester. 

So for those who wanted the crash­
there are some on my side who have 
spoken of it wishfully hoping that it 
would be undone-there is a high 
probability it will not be undone. You 
will get that sequester unless you are 
willing to give the President of the 
United States substantially more in 
defense, which he is entitled to in my 
opinion, which this body is going to 
vote for when they approve the armed 
services authorization bill. You know 
they need at least that much. 

But the tradeoff is going to be more 
taxes if you want any reasonable level 
of defense. 

How can anybody on this side of the 
aisle-! understand there can be vari­
ous reasons on the other side of the 
aisle-stand here and say, this is the 
only game in town? 

There is a reconciliation bill pending 
out there, with instructions to the 
committee to do the work. We have 
not started the appropriation process 
yet. We have not negotiated any one 
of the appropriation bills, any of the 
entitlement savings and reconciliation. 
The whole process is unfolding before 
us. But it will be done differently than 
any of you want, because the game 
plan and the map is unequivocal. 

I cannot believe that some of the 
most astute minds on this side, most 
informed on budget process, can stand 
up here an_d talk as if we will get this 
done without revenues. That is not the 
issue. They are literally saying to their 
brothers and sisters in the Senate, you 
vote for this, we want this $23 billion, 
and we want the cuts in the next year. 
Then there is a glorious, 4-year plan 
thereafter, taking the next President 
clear down to a $100 billion deficit the 
first year. 

When that fellow steps in the White 
House, he will step into quicksand 
pretty fast. We stand up here, and say, 
I am for it, but I am not going to vote 
for any taxes? Well, that is interest­
ing. 
If you want a sequester, it will 

happen. If you want help to fix this, 
they will wash their hands of it. They 
are going to vote for it, and they will 
not be around when you have to do 
the field goal kicking. They still think 
that there is a serious effort in the 
next 18 months to reform the domes­
tic side of this budget. 

I say to my good friends, anyone 
who wants to listen, if that is ever 
going to come, it is not going to come 
in this budget, and it is not going to 
come next year. 

So what are we looking at? It is as 
plain as opening up your hands and 
saying the lines were there last night; 
they are the same this morning. Be­
lieve me, they are going to be there 
October 20 when the sequester occurs, 
and they are going to be there Novem­
ber 20 when the sequester becomes 
final. 

One of the truly concerned Senators, 
the second name in Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings, my friend Senator Rudman­
who is sometimes greeted on airplanes 
as "Mr. GRAMM RUDMAN"-talked 
about the trend line going down. Well, 
I am suggesting that my best analysis 
is that if you get some enormously 
good economic breaks over the next 10 
to 12 months-not because of any of 
this, if you get some great economic 
news-you might have a trend line 
down. If you do not, there is just as 
much a probability that you will go 
through this sequester off this new in­
flated baseline, I say to the Senator, 
and still miss your target. 

You can take off it what is pre­
scribed here, and people are complain­
ing about $136 billion plus $10 billion 
next year-as a modicum of success. 
Well, there is nothing in here that 
says you should get that. 

That is what you are voting for in 
the name of the only game in town. 
Well, may be. 

I am delighted that we have worked 
so hard-great people have, staff who 
killed themselves for hours on end, so 
many of the minority staff on the 
Budget Committee. Basically, I am 
pleased that I am not responsible for 
this last game in town. I shall be on 
the sidelines for the first time on 
something significant, allegedly affect­
ing the deficit of this country, because 
I do not think it is going to work. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I hope 
we are getting close to wrapping this 
thing up. I know that the minority 
leader wants to speak, and I think the 
majority leader wants to speak. We 
have tried to send the signal out to 
those on our side. 

I have heard a lot of gloom and dire 
predictions about how bad these cuts 

are going to be, and I have heard a lot 
of gloom and bad predictions about 
what kind of box this puts the Presi­
dent in, to have to deal on taxes. I 
have heard all those, but it seems to 
me that we do not have to have gloom 
and doom if we can get some kind of 
cooperation, and that is what we are 
talking about. 

How much do we really have to work 
out? $23 billion. Mr. President, when 
we are looking at a $1 trillion budget, 
we are talking about 2 percent of $1 
trillion. We are talking about the abili­
ty of trying to get half of that off 
spending and half of that off revenue. 
I cannot see that that is something 
that is impossible to do. 

We are talking about this as a step 
to get us to that next point where we 
can negotiate that. Does anybody 
think we have a chance to do that 
without some kind of step like this, 
without having the sequester? 

My good friend from New Mexico 
has said that we made Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings the only game in 
town and it should not be. It is all 
right with me, but tell me what the 
other game is. He said that the game 
ought to be reconciliation. I am for 
that. How do you get to play in that 
ball game? Only one way: If you have 
a chance to sit down. 

We on this side of the aisle passed a 
budget resolution with no help. We 
are to the point of reconciliation. 
Again, no offer of bipartisan help on 
that. The President we have invited 
and invited and invited, and we renew 
that again, to come and sit down, but 
with no help. 

So, if reconciliation could perhaps 
have a possibility of being the game, it 
is only going to be if you have some­
thing to try to bring that game about, 
and that is to pass this act, to have 
this sequester. I think it is as simple as 
that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Since "the only 

game in town" was being used, I said 
before that I would be on the sideline. 
I meant for this vote. I want you and 
the Senate to know that if it passes 
and we have to fix it, I will not be on 
the sideline trying to fix it. I mean for 
this. But if it is the will of the Senate 
that we do it, I do not want the Sena­
tor to think I meant that literally. 

Mr. CHILES. I am delighted to hear 
that. I did not think he meant it liter­
ally. 

I was thinking that the only way we 
could do it, in this Senator's opinion, 
was to pass it. 

I listened to the arguments that said 
if we pass this, we get these drastic 
cuts in defense, and those arguments 
were made very strongly as to what 
they could be. I listened to those argu­
ments that said if we pass this, we are 
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going to have these drastic cuts in the 
domestic programs, and we cannot 
stand that. 

I heard another argument that said 
this is a trap to force the President 
into taxes. I do not see how all that 
can happen. 

Those are the three basic arguments 
I have heard: The drastic cut in de­
fense, the terrible cut in domestic pro­
grams, or you are going to force taxes. 

Do you know what I have not heard? 
I have not heard anybody say this is 
going to cause us in any way to in­
crease the borrowing of this country. 

Really, what is this exercise about? 
Why did we start into this? Why do we 
have the Budget Act? Why do we have 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings? To do 
something on the deficit. Is the deficit 
any better? Heaven knows, no. It is 
terrible, and we all are-or should be­
scared to death as to where we are on 
the deficit. 

The only thing this does is to stop 
the borrowing, and it does something 
in the other direction. It is the only 
game in town that does anything in 
that regard. 

All of us have made those speeches. 
Every Member of the Senate has 
talked about how concerned he is 
about the deficit. I have done my 
share of that, and the rest of us have, 
too. 

Now you come down to this point: 
Are you really concerned? Are you 
willing to say yes, we take a chance 
that there could be a sequester if we 
cannot have a sit down; yes, we take a 
chance that we could try to get the 
President to put some revenue in this 
bill; yes, we take a chance that there 
could be a proposition that we have to 
find additional spending cuts? 

How are you going to get the deficit 
down? Is it not a combination of those 
things? Is it not a combination of 
spending cuts, delaying increases, and 
some revenue? I do not know of any 
other way to do it. 

So those dire things that will have 
to be done or will happen because of 
this-some of them do have to be 
done. Some, or a combination of them, 
have to be done. That is all we are 
saying. 

Let us pass this, and let us move to 
the next step. That is reconciliation. 
that is where the Senator from New 
Mexico said he will not be on the side­
line, and I am delighted. I hope all the 
other Members will not be on the side­
line and, most of all, I hope the Presi­
dent will not be on the sideline and 
that we will get everybody into the 
ball game. 

To my way of thinking, if we cannot 
find 2 percent out of that $1 trillion 
deficit to bring this down and to start 
us-the 2 percent is not important, but 
it is the trend. It is to try to start us 
on that line toward going down. That 
is the best signal we can send to the fi­
nancial markets. The best signal we 

can send to our neighbors in other 
countries and the best signal we can 
send to the American people is that we 
are serious about it, and I hope we will 
do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise 
with great reluctance to oppose the 
conference report. I rise with reluc­
tance because I have the greatest re­
spect for the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, Mr. CHILES, and the chair­
man of the Finance Committee, Mr. 
BENTSEN, who have worked with ex­
traordinary patience to put together 
an agreement, and the reservation 
that I register is that this is pretty 
weak medicine for the deficit ills that 
confront this country. 

In fiscal 1987 we now anticipate a 
budget deficit of $157 billion. 

What does this agreement do in the 
coming years? Well for fiscal year 1988 
we .would have a deficit target of $144 
billion plus a $10 billion cushion, so in 
fiscal 1988 we could anticipate a deficit 
of $154 billion in all probability, $154 
billion after a deficit in 1987 of $157 
billion, $3 billion of progress in 1 year, 
pretty tepid medicine. 

And in the next year the target 
would be $136 billion plus $10 billion 
of cushion so we would have $146 bil­
lion deficit and that is if everything 
goes right. The fact is that if the base­
line goes up on us we would only ac­
complish $36 billion off the baseline, 
so we might not even achieve the $146 
billion. 

In the first 2 years then, we would go 
from $157 billion deficit in fiscal 1987 
to $146 billion in fiscal1989. That is not 
good enough. 
If we look at what happened in the 

pattern, I provide these charts that 
show from 1977 to 1987, in 1977 we 
had under $800 billion of public debt. 
That has more than tripled in just 10 
years to $2.4 trillion in public debt. We 
have more than tripled that public 
debt in just 10 years. And in the next 2 
years, we will go up to $2.8 trillion if 
this conference report is agreed to. 

In my judgment, Mr. President, that 
is simply not good enough. 

The question always comes, why, 
what difference does it make, what 
difference do these big budget deficits 
make? I had colleagues come to me, 
say, "Look, KENT, the interest rates 
are down, the trade deficit, although 
that is going down, we are looking at 
more favorable unemployment num­
bers; what difference does this deficit 
make?" 

Well, here is the difference it makes. 
We look at real interest rates. People 
focus on what is happening in interest 
rates, and if you ask an audience, as I 
have asked hundreds in my home 
State, "Have interest rates gone down 
over the last 6 years?" They will say, 
yes, they have gone down. But if you 
ask them what has happened to real 

interest rates, real interest rates, the 
difference between the interest rates 
you pay and the level of inflation, 
then they start to give a different 
answer because this chart shows what 
has happened to real interest rates 
over the last 25 years. 

From 1961 to 1986 and on into 1987, 
a very interesting relationship, Mr. 
President. We have gone from a long­
term trend of business real interest 
rates averaging just over 2 percent. In 
fact, from 1961 to 1981 real interest 
rates, the difference between the in­
terest rates you paid and the level of 
inflation, that difference averaged 2.3 
percent from 1961 to 1981. From 1982 
to 1986 those real interest rates aver­
aged 6.2 percent. This chart tells the 
story. 

The long-term pattern for 20 years 
real interest rates about 2 percent. 
Then real interest rates went negative 
in the 1970's until they absolutely sky­
rocketed starting in 1980 up to a level 
of about 8% percent, a record for real 
interest rates. They have pulled back 
some now but still are at very high 
levels by historical standards. 

What effect does that have? The 
effect of those high real interest rates 
in this country has been to drive up 
the value of the American dollar. We 
read about it every day in the newspa­
per. The skyrocketing value of the 
dollar which started in 1980 has pulled 
back some now, starting in 1985, but 
still is at very, very high levels com­
pared to the value of the dollar in the 
1970's. 

And this chart shows on a trade­
weighted basis what happened to the 
value of the dollar. We read all the 
time about the reduction in the dollar 
against the yen and that is absolutely 
true, but what is more important is 
what has happened to the value of the 
dollar on the trade-weighted basis 
with all the countries with whom we 
trade and that relationship shows 
something much different than what 
we read about in the headlines. That 
shows the value of the dollar still at 
very high levels. And what difference 
does that make? That has made it 
almost impossible for us to be competi­
tive in the world marketplace because 
what has to happen when the Ameri­
can dollar soars in value, what has to 
happen to our ability to compete in 
the world with commodities that we 
sell in dollar terms? Our ability to 
compete goes down and the trade fig­
ures show it conclusively. Since 1968 
the trade deficit has mounted, grown 
like a cancer. In fact the trade deficit 
in 1986 was greater than the total of 
all the trade surpluses accumulated 
since World War II. 

And what difference does that 
make? Well, we have gone from being 
a major creditor nation in this world 
to being a major debtor nation. We 
have gone from being the biggest cred-
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itor to being the biggest debtor and 
those lines cross in 1984 and we have 
gone not only to being a debtor nation 
but being the biggest debtor nation on 
the face of the globe. 

People ask me when I am making 
this presentation in my home State 
what difference does that make, what 
difference does it make if all of a 
sudden we are a major debtor because 
again the interest rates are down, in­
flation is down, unemployment is 
down, so what difference does it make? 
Well, the difference it makes is our re­
lationship has changed with the rest 
of the world just as certainly as your 
relationship changes with the bank 
when you go in and you have a major 
deposit, versus when you go in and you 
have a major note due. All of a 
sudden, when you owe money, that 
banker has a lot more to say about 
what you are going to be doing in the 
future, and that is the posture that 
our country is now in. We are a debtor 
nation and our friends in Japan and 
our friends in Western Europe are now 
going to have a lot to say about the 
economic decisions made in this coun­
try. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
have concluded that this conference 
agreement is simply medicine that is 
too weak. Some referred to it as duck 
and run. I am afraid that that is pre­
cisely what we are doing in confront­
ing the greatest challenge facing this 
country at this time, a deficit that has 
been out of control, is out of control, 
and is not going to be brought under 
control when we only propose to 
reduce the deficit $11 billion in the 
next 2 years. That is simply not good 
enough, and again while I have enor­
mous respect for the chairman of the 
Finance Committee, the chairman of 
the Budget Committee and the others 
who have worked on this agreement, I 
think we ought to call a halt to the 
process, go back to the drawing board 
and do more. We ought to be able to 
confront this problem more aggres­
sively at a time when the economy is 
still doing relatively well. To only have 
$11 billion of deficit reduction in the 
next 2 years when the economy is rela­
tively strong is simply not enough. 

And for that reason I will vote 
against this conference report and I 
will do it in the hope of asking the 
conferees to go back and come to us 
with something better. 

I yield the floor. 
<Mr. HARKIN assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, Ire-

spect the viewpoint of my distin­
guished colleague. I wish we were 
doing more, too. I voted for the $36 
billion. 

But I say to my colleague, this is the 
best we are going to get. And I would 
say that, after very tough, long, 
lengthy negotiations that my friend 
was not in, these are the realities. 

What happens if we do not do this? 
More than ever before, this country, 
its economy, is being controlled by for­
eign financiers who are looking at 
what we are doing about our budget 
deficits, who are looking at what we 
are doing about our trade deficits. We 
are talking to the Germans, we are 
talking to the Japanese, saying, "Ac­
celerate your economy to help us on 
trade." They say, "Why don't you take 
care of your budget deficit first? Don't 
tell us how to run our economies until 
you show responsibility on your own." 

We have seen a situation here where 
budget deficits have doubled and re­
doubled in the last 7 or 8 years. We 
have seen a President who has called 
for a balanced budget and never sub­
mitted one. We have seen a President 
who has sent us a budget that was 
dead on arrival, not because of parti­
sanship here, not just because Demo­
crats voted against it, but because a 
majority of Republicans and a majori­
ty of Democrats voted against it. I did 
not hear one Senator speak up for 
that budget-not one. 

So what you have seen here is a bi­
partisan effort. This conference agree­
ment passed by a substantial majority 
last night in the U.S. House of Repre­
sentatives. And you saw Republicans 
and Democrats alike voting for it. 

I do not like the procedure in this 
conference agreement. I would prefer 
some other way to do it. But I think it 
is a discipline that is needed by this 
Congress and this President. There are 
those who would like to get out of 
town and leave the problem of these 
deficits for the next President and the 
next Congress to resolve. We do not 
have that luxury. This Congress and 
this President must meet this respon­
sibility. 

What you have seen thus far is the 
flight of the dollar. And you have seen 
us having to crank up the interest 
rates to try to hold that foreign cap­
ital in here to help us finance these 
deficits. This cannot continue on into 
the future. The sooner we face up to 
the responsibility the easier we will 
make the transition. 

We have listened to the ranking 
member of the Budget Committee, 
Senator DoMENICI, who I think is one 
of the very able Members of this body. 
He has a different point of view. Then 
we have listened to my colleague from 
Texas who supports this measure. We 
have listened to the chairman of the 
Budget Committee in the Senate who 
supports this one. All of these people 
are people who are deeply concerned 
about what is happening to our coun­
try and think that we must begin 
facing up to the tough choices that we 
have avoided in the past. 

I say to my colleagues, this is the 
best we are going to get. If we do not 
pass this and if we do not pass it by a 
respectable margin, we have a serious 
danger that the President might veto 

it. And then I think you will see real 
tremors in the financial markets of 
the world. And you will see interest 
rates going up more in this country, 
you will see the reflection in the bond 
market, and you will see a further de­
preciation of the U.S. dollar. 

Not perfect? Of course, it is not per­
fect. I could find a thousand reasons 
to vote against this bill or most bills 
that we get here. And there will 
always be some who are not going to 
be players. There are those that think 
this goes too far and those that think 
it does not go far enough. I happen to 
join those who do not think it goes far 
enough. 

But, again, this is a consensus that I 
think we can put in place, and the 
time to do it is now. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to vote for it. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MEDICARE PROVISIONS IN THE DEBT LIMIT 
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. BAUCUS. I know that the con­
ferees on the debt limit agreement 
have worked long and hard to reach 
the point where we are today. I com­
mend them for their efforts. Because 
of this agreement, I believe that we 
can now get on with the important 
and difficult business of reducing the 
enormous budget deficits we now face. 

I am particularly pleased to learn 
that the conferees reached agreement 
late Monday night on how Medicare 
payments would be affected in the 
event that there is an across-the-board 
sequester of funds. 

I was concerned that earlier versions 
of the conference agreement would 
have authorized the Secretary of HHS 
to either begin holding back on Medi­
care payments to health care provid­
ers and seniors until November 20 or 
temporarily pay 2 percent less than 
the amount due for Medicare claims. 

Either of these options might have 
caused unnecessary hardship and con­
fusion in the Medicare program, espe­
cially for our senior citizens. 

I now that others on both sides of 
the aisle had similar concerns with 
these provisions. And I commend the 
Senate conferees, particularly Senator 
BENTSEN, for the efforts made to re­
solve successfully the concerns that we 
had with the preliminary conference 
agreement. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the Senator 
from Montana for his kind remarks 
and for his continuing concerns for 
the Medicare Program. I am also 
pleased that the final conference 
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agreement addresses the concerns that 
Senator BAucus and others expressed. 

The final conference agreement that 
is before us today includes a special 
rule that applies to the Medicare Pro­
gram in the event that a sequester of 
funds occurs under the Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings process. 

When Congress approved the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act in 1985, 
provisions were included to limit the 
amount that could be cut from the 
Medicare Program under the seques­
tration process. 

Today's conference agreement in­
cludes provisions to clarify how the 
correct amount subject to sequestra­
tion should be calculated for the Medi­
care Program. The agreement also 
makes clear that no payments are to 
be reduced unless it is determined that 
an across-the-board sequester is re­
quired. 

I appreciate the support of the Sena­
tor from Montana in working out 
these Medicare provisions. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Again, I commend the 
Senator from Texas for his leadership 
on the many tough issues involved in 
this conference. And I thank him for 
expressing his understanding of the 
special rules included in this agree­
ment that apply to the Medicare Pro­
gram. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi­
dent, the vote before us today presents 
a difficult dilemma for this Senator. I 
do not hold any great enthusiasm for 
the nature of the compromise ren­
dered to us by the conference. Nor do 
I rush forward gladly to allow and en­
courage this government to extend its 
indebtedness far beyond its scandalous 
level today. And yet in the interest 
maintaining the course we set for this 
Government in 1985, I will vote "aye" 
on this conference report. 

In the early morning hours of May 
10, 1985, I marched into the well of 
this Chamber to vote with 49 Republi­
cans and 1, now deceased, Democrat to 
balance the budget in 5 years. The 
spending cuts and freezes which that 
vote would have required were used in 
1986 to hang some of our colleagues 
who voted as I did; and it will probably 
be used against me in my election next 
year. But we were right and those who 
disagreed were not. Later in 1985, and 
today, some number of our colleagues 
who opposed us that night, have opted 
to balance the budget through the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings formula. No 
other decisionmaking has been ad­
vanced since that time. 

I believe in the utility of the original 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings process. Get 
all the players to the table, take all 
the wild cards out of the deck, and get 
to work. And, to force the decision­
making process to go forward, impose 
a severe penalty-sequestration-on all 
the players if any one of them leaves 
the table. A number of decisions, polit­
ical and judicial, have blunted that 

original intent. The effort of the con­
ferees, which I believe was a sincere 
one, was to salvage as much as they 
could of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 
The absence in this plan of true fixed 
targets, a reliable zero deficit year, or 
many of the truth in budgeting re­
forms of the Senate bill, is very unfor­
tunate. I believe that enough remains 
to justify that we move forward. 

I came to this Congress in 1979 with 
a desire and a mandate to do some­
thing about the Federal deficit. What 
I have observed over the years is a fix­
ation with the processes of deficit re­
duction, to the exclusion of policies to 
get us there. If this fix gets us off rein­
venting the budgetary wheel, and onto 
going somewhere, it will be worth the 
effort. 

My judgment is that passage of this 
conference report is more likely to 
reduce our deficit than no fix at all. 
Some undetermined alternative may 
arise at some point which would do 
more and do it better, but that is not 
reality today. The Congress has too 
much on its platter as to the substance 
of deficit reduction, in reconciliation 
and the appropriations bills, to ask the 
conferees to go back to the drawing 
board, where there may or may not be 
a better deal. 

With this debt limit extension, we 
extend the terms of indenture of the 
next generation of Americans. In a 
very real sense we enslave them to fi­
nancing our desire to have without 
paying. There is a heavy moral respon­
sibility in our action today. I can only 
hope that by this vote today, we set in 
motion a process which will make 
future debt limit extensions less likely. 

I urge the adoption of the confer­
ence report. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I will vote for this 
resolution for two reasons. First, the 
debt ceiling must be extended if the 
Government is to continue to func­
tion. Second, the resolution cures the 
legal defect in the Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings process, thereby offering at 
least some future discipline on the size 
of our Federal budget deficit. 

However, having stated my support, 
I must say that I am not happy about 
the product of the conference on this 
resolution. The actual deficit reduc­
tion which will be accomplished over 
the next 2 years is pitiful. Instead of 
reaching our original Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings target of $108 bil­
lion for fiscal year 1988, the best we 
will do is $144 billion, and in practice 
that figure is likely to be considerably 
higher. 

Having back-peddled from our origi­
nal Gramm-Rudman-Hollings commit­
ment once, I have no illusions about 
our ability to stick with goals in the 
future. Nevertheless, this resolution 
accomplishes at least some reduction 
in the deficit, however small, and it 
provides at least some structure for 

future action on the deficit, however 
shaky. 

RESTORATION OF THE AUTOMATIC 
SEQUESTRATION 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak against this proposal to restore 
the automatic sequestration process to 
what we might as well start calling 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings III. While I 
will oppose the flawed formulas and 
perverted process contained in this 
conference report, I recognize both 
the sincerity and the dedication that 
went into fashioning it. Budget work is 
a hard and thankless job. The confer­
ees certainly have worked hard-and 
they certainly will not be thanked. 

I rise Mr. President, not as a new 
Senator unfamiliar with the fiscal 
issues presented in this debate, but as 
a past legislator who has had to make 
tough budgetary choices and trade­
offs. As the original chair of the 
House Budget Committee, I am aware 
of the history of the congressional 
budget process, what role that process 
was supposed to play, and distressing­
ly, the role it has assumed. 

The purpose of the 1974 Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act was to co­
ordinate authorizations and appropria­
tions within the context of a given 
economic framework. It was developed 
to set overall policy and priorities 
within which programmatic and 
spending decisions could be made. In 
short, it was a tool to enhance our de­
cisionmaking process by creating a 
macroeconomic context which would 
help shape decisions while retaining 
the authority of the authorizing and 
appropriating committees. 

Subsequently, Mr. President, in 1985 
Congress passed what was supposed to 
be a simple amendment to a bill in­
creasing the debt limit: The Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Con­
trol Act. That is, at the time Congress 
was told it was going to be simple. As 
written, the proposal specified maxi­
mum deficit amounts for 1986, declin­
ing in equal stages until zero was 
reached in 1991. It was definitely a 
dramatic departure from traditional 
approaches to budgeting and fiscal 
policy. But slowly things begin to get 
complicated. Intricate formulas and 
rules were established and special ex­
emptions were passed. The courts 
ruled against the process; we tried and 
failed to fix it in 1986; now we are 
trying to fix it again. 

Mr. President, if this is a process of 
simplification, then I don't want to see 
a complicated approach. Simple or 
complicated, this is an unthinking ar­
bitrary and capricious machine, which 
is tooled up to produce problems 
rather than solutions. 

Mr. President, I am most angry with 
the thought that we are here because 
of what has been perpetrated by this 
administration. We are sitting here 7 
years after this President came into 



25000 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 23, 1987 
office saying that the annual average 
$44 billion deficits of the preceding ad­
ministration were economically unac­
ceptable. He was going to wipe out 
those deficits. Well, he didn't wipe out 
the deficits, he whipped them up to 
new levels, to figures more than three 
times the amount allowed in the past. 
It is now left for us to clean up the 
mess. 

Mr. President, it is imperative that 
we step back and become aware of 
what we are truly advocating. We are 
opting for the perfection of a process 
rather than a product that reflects 
economic reality. In our zeal to seek a 
balanced budget we are creating a 
Kafkaesque world where the means of 
balancing the budget has become an 
end unto itself. 

As responsible policymakers, I know 
that is not what we really intend to 
do. 

Mr. President, our real goal is not to 
create a methodically blind process. 
The real goal is to create a budget 
process, and a budget, which allows us 
to reduce the deficit while building 
safe highways, a strong infrastructure, 
and full employment. It consists of 
shelter for our homeless, a reformed 
welfare system and retraining pro­
grams for our jobless. It consists of en­
suring a strong, efficient and suffi­
cient system of defense. And it con­
sists of promoting international trade 
and competitive excellence in our in­
dustrial base. Those are our real goals. 
Those are the priorities that this body 
has established to fulfill the future 
vision of our country. But this end will 
never be met if we insist on focusing 
on this fix and ignoring the dynamic 
and interwoven socioeconomic process 
that exists in our world today. 

Mr. President, a noted philosopher 
once said, "To work for a better 
future, find the causes that made the 
past what it was, and then bring dif­
ferent causes to bear." If we willingly 
and consciously deprive ourselves of 
the power to mandate change, we have 
stripped ourselves of an option. We 
have purposively shackled our prerog­
ative to exercise our legislative duty 
and thrown away the key. 

Abraham Lincoln defined govern­
ment this way: "The legitimate object 
of government is to do for a communi­
ty of people whatever they need to 
have done, but cannot do in their sepa­
rate and individual capacities." Mr. 
President, the people of our home 
States have sent us here to do just 
that. They have asked us to sift 
through the data, formulate our prior­
ities based on what we have learned, 
search our hearts, and then judge and 
choose what is to be in their best in­
terests. They have asked us to apply 
our value systems to the legislative 
process. Indeed, I am most troubled 
with the thought that as a body we 
are abdicating this constitutional and 
moral responsibility. 

Mr. President, as I said before, I ap­
preciate the hard work of my col­
leagues in an attempt to remedy this 
situation. But I cannot accept the ar­
gument that to escape this bottomless 
pit we must sacrifice our soul. This is 
the second time we have revisited the 
wrong solution. Major surgery is 
needed on the patient. A qualitative 
change in focus is necessary. We 
cannot just "reform" our way out of 
this-we have to change the way we 
look at. 

Mr. President, I have no magic solu­
tion. But I firmly believe that the 
path of process does not take us into 
the jungle of more and more detailed 
and confining budget act language. In­
stead, I believe we need to go back to 
the basic philosophic assumption of 
the Budget Act, the desire to provide 
guidance to the authorizing and ap­
propriating committees. Even before 
this fix, the process has become too 
complex and too confining: there are 
crosswalks and points of order and al­
locations and a host of other technica­
lities which few of us understand and 
which frustrate all of us. As a legisla­
tor who is familiar with the issue, I 
have come to the conclusion that we 
need to step back and evaluate our po­
sition. When Sugar Ray Leonard 
couldn't find a way to handle Marvin 
Hagler in the mid-rounds, he didn't 
keep on moving down the same road. 
Rather, it was a change in strategy 
that led to his victory that night. 

In conclusion Mr. President, I under­
stand the frustrations of my col­
leagues. We are battle-scarred and 
weary and are looking for the quick 
answer. We have become intolerant of 
ambiguity. But in this area we have to 
accept ambiguity if we expect results. 
We have to set some goals and trust 
our ability to meet them in a reasoned 
and reasonable way. The problem with 
this proposal is simply that it sets 
goals and sets in place a process which 
denies the role of reason and reduces 
our ability to be reasonable. There is a 
better way and it begins by restoring 
the Budget Act to its original goals. 

I thank the President and yield the 
floor. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, it 
will probably come as no surprise to 
my colleagues that I intend to oppose 
this conference report. The serious 
flaws that I pointed out in the Senate 
amendment, and which the junior 
Senators from Colorado and North 
Dakota and the senior Senator from 
Nebraska and I tried unsuccessfully to 
amend on the Senate floor, persist. 

First, and the most fundamental 
problem with this complex 80-page 
plus "fix", we've only built in more 
delay to achieving meaningful deficit 
reduction. 

In the budget year we are now con­
sidering, fiscal year 1988, for example: 

The date for reporting reconciliation 
is delayed from July 28 to September 

29 and the date for final action is in 
effect delayed until mid-October, 4 
months later than the 1985 Balanced 
Budget Act required Congress to com­
plete action on legislative changes nec­
essary to enact deficit reduction. So we 
lose more than 100 days of savings and 
pay 100 days of more interest right out 
of the gate. 

The amount of savings required this 
year has been slashed by $14 billion 
from the plan the Congress adopted in 
June, just 3 months ago-a 37 .8-per­
cent reduction in savings, or to put it 
another way, a 37.8-percent increase in 
the allowable deficit which many of 
ouc colleagues thought too high in 
June. Instead of $37 billion in savings, 
this document only requires $23 bil­
lion. 

The balanced budget target is post­
poned 2 years, pushing this goal out 
even further into the future, to 1993 
instead of 1991. 

And the grossly uneven path this 
report purportedly delineates to reach 
that goal only means, in my view, that 
we will not reach that goal. 

Why? 
First. Almost $700 billion of the 

$1.05 trillion budget we now have is 
off limits in the sequestration process. 
Let me repeat-almost 70 percent of 
spending is taken off the table. 

Yet, we are asking the American 
people to believe that we are going to 
find at least $160 billion in cuts from 
the remaining $370 billion in spending 
programs over the next 5 years. 

This is, in my judgment, nothing but 
an empty promise. The experience 
over the last 7 years-during which 
we've seen the deficit rise from $59 bil­
lion in 1980 to a peak of $220 billion in 
1985 and to about $160 billion in fiscal 
year 1987 <a decline in large part due 
to a one-time revenue bonus from the 
1985 Tax Reform bilD-shows that 
this promise is empty. 

Second. In the first 2 years of this 
plan we only require $59 billion in def­
icit reduction, which will reduce the 
deficit to only about $124 billion. 

In the remaining 3 years, when this 
administration, which proposed, advo­
cated and fought for the budget plans 
which increased the deficit from $59 
billion to over $220 billion, has left, 
more than twice that amount of defi­
cit reduction will be required by the 
new administration. 

Let me repeat, in the first 3 years, 
only one-third of the savings necessary 
to meet a 1933 balanced budget will be 
required. 

But in the last 3 years, when we 
have a new President and a new ad­
ministration, two-thirds of the savings 
are required. 

In short, this plan only postpones 
the day of reckoning, and so "back­
loads" reduction that it will be impos­
sible to reach the targets, and many of 
us will be back here in 1989 revising 



September 23, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25001 
unworkable and unrealistic targets 
again. 

Second, I do not believe this plan re­
quires sufficient reductions to encour­
age, much less force, the President to 
come to the table and engage in mean­
ingful talks about deficit reduction. 

The sequester for this year is limited 
to $23 billion, half of which would 
come from defense. This would mean, 
if my math is correct, no more than 
$11.5 billion in defense outlay cuts. In 
my view, this is both insufficiently 
tough and insufficiently enticing to 
get the President to the table on 
taxes, which the distinguished chair­
man of the Budget Committee stated 
earlier today will be between $10 to 
$15 billion in the reconciliation pack­
age. 

Eleven and a half billion in reduc­
tions in defense is not trivial. But in 
my judgment this neither takes away 
enough-nor gives enough-to the 
President to set the stage for a mean­
ingful bargain. 

Third, I remain as I have since this 
sequestration process first emerged in 
the early fall of 1985 opposed to this 
process for policy reasons. 

Our colleague in the House, Mr. 
SYNAR of Oklahoma, succinctly laid 
out a number of objections to this un­
constitutional abrogation of spending 
power by the Congress. I concur with 
his remarks and would only add that if 
we are going to amend the Constitu­
tion then we should follow the proce­
dure for so doing laid out in article V. 
It is odd to this Senator that in the 
midst of all the celebrations about the 
bicentennial of the Constitution the 
Congress is so quick to ignore its 
words, its framework and its spirit. 
Any fundamental restructuring of the 
Federal system like this surely should 
be concurred in by three-quarters of 
the States. 

This process also lets the Congress 
and this President avoid accountabil­
ity for making cuts. That is precisely 
what we are elected to do and as a 
number of my colleagues have argued 
forcefully and eloquently with respect 
to the war power, a responsibility 
rooted deep in the history of the Con­
stitution. I believe the American 
people will not be fooled, and if se­
questration occurs will hold responsi­
ble those who voted to avoid this re­
sponsibility. 

Fourth, I think this so-called fix 
contains a number of seemingly innoc­
uous changes in the current commit­
tee structure of the House and the 
Senate which will only heighten the 
current institutional crisis the Con­
gress now faces in this never-ending 
budget process. No hearings were held 
on these proposed changes so it is dif­
ficult to comment on them with any 
authority. But I can say that a quick 
reading of some of them gives this 
Senator cause for concern. 

For example, section 202 which deals 
with asset sales sets out certain deter­
minations to be made with respect to 
an exception which would allow trans­
fers to be counted as savings, and I 
assume incuded in a reconciliation bill. 
However, it is not clear who makes 
this determination-the authorizing 
committee, the Budget Committee, or 
the Senate. Who does this has major 
substantive implications which every 
committee member who has been in­
volved in putting substantive legisla­
tion together should be concerned 
about. 

Other provisions which seem to give 
the two Budget Committees rather 
than CBO scoring authority also con­
cern me. We seem to be setting the 
stage for even more divergence be­
tween the House and the Senate, di­
vergences which have caused serious 
and at times crippling problems on ap­
propriations bills because of different 
allocations, different scoring conven­
tions, and the Fazio exception which 
only applies in the House. I fear those 
new changes are only going to exacer­
bate an already untenable situation, a 
situation which I believe could have 
been avoided had we had thoughtful 
and open consideration of these 
changes in the appropriate committee 
forum. 

Mr. President, the deficit problem 
cannot be solved by procedure, only 
substantive proposals which require 
the President and each Member of 
Congress to stand up and be counted 
will result in meaningful progress in 
reducing the triple digit deficits we are 
facing from now until as far as the eye 
can see. 

I will support specific proposals, as I 
have in the past, to reduce the deficit. 

I won't support mischeivous, and in 
my view misleading, procedural 
changes which will only make it more 
difficult for the Congress and the 
President to face reality and deal with 
substance. 

GRAMM-RUDMAN-HOLLINGS-MOVING IN THE 
RIGHT DIRECTION 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today, 
as in 1985, I support Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings as an unfortunately neces­
sary cure to our budget crisis. This 
budget process effected by Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings should permit us to 
achieve three goals: 

Reverse the pattern of escalating 
Federal deficit spending and set this 
Nation on the glide path to a zero defi­
cit; set definite, hard targets for our­
selves and the President as markers on 
the way to a zero deficit and to force 
compliance with those deficit targets 
with, if necessary, automatic reduc­
tions in spending called a sequester; 
make possible sequester reductions 
fair and equitable for all categories of 
Federal spending, thus reversing the 
pattern of this administration: devast­
ing domestic program reductions and 

massive military spending increases 
while Federal revenues were reduced. 

I support the modifications to 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings contained in 
the conference agreement because I 
believe it keeps us on a path of deficit 
reduction. We have made progress in 
this area as the fiscal year 1986 deficit 
of an all-time record of $221 billion 
will now be reduced to under $160 bil­
lion in the fiscal year about to con­
clude. 

But like many of my colleagues who 
voted for the conference agreement I 
have several important reservations. 
They are serious reservations and 
make this a difficult vote. 

I prefer a $36 billion reduction in 
the baseline, as originally adopted in 
the budget resolution, than the $23 
billion reduction provided for in the 
conference bill. 

Similarly, while I recognize that the 
deficit targets needed to be stretched 
out, I believe they are being stretched 
out too far to 1993 so that the deficit 
will decline too slowly. Moreover, too 
much of the deficit reduction comes in 
the outyears, thereby unfairly burden­
ing future administrations without re­
quiring this administration to face up 
to the budget mess it has created. 

Finally, I still believe that defense 
spending, as in the budget resolution, 
is too high for my priorities. Like 
many of my colleagues I hope that we 
can avoid a sequester order because I 
am not yet convinced that defense pro­
grams, given the President's flexibility 
to shift some funds within defense cat­
egories, would, in reality, be curtailed. 

Senator BENTSEN, Senator CHILES, 
and the other conferees are to be com­
mended for forging a viable consensus 
on deficit targets. While many of my 
colleagues-including members of the 
conference committee-would prefer 
lower deficit targets I believe we all 
recognize that given the constraints 
we have adopted a reasonable set of 
deficit targets. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the compromise reached by 
the House and Senate conferees on 
the debt ceiling extension and the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings balanced 
budget law. While I do not agree with 
every provision of the conference 
report, on the whole it deserves the 
Senate's approval. 

Earlier this summer, it appears that 
Congress had given up on the effort to 
reduce the Federal deficit which 
began with passage of the Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings balanced budget law 
in 1985. As one of the early supporters 
of that law, I am pleased that the 
House and Senate agreed on a plan to 
restore the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
discipline. The conference agreement 
will help reduce the deficit next year 
by more than $23 billion and by $36 
billion annually thereafter, until the 
Federal deficit is retired. 
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Our efforts to reduce the Federal 

deficit are back on schedule. This 
year, the conference agreement should 
lead to a sensible combination of cuts 
in spending and modest increases in 
revenue-increases which will not re­
quire an · individual income tax in­
crease. During Senate consideration of 
the budget for the next fiscal year I 
voted to cut the level of taxes by more 
than $5 billion. The conference agree­
ment includes the reasonable level of 
revenues which I supported earlier. 

The measure before the Senate will 
also restore the automatic cutting 
mechanism to the Gramm-Rudman­
Hollings law, but without jeopardizing 
programs that help the needy and 
senior citizens. As under current law, 
Social Security benefits, Federal re­
tirement benefits and programs that 
help those most in need will not be 
subject to these automatic cuts. 

The compromise agreement will 
ensure, however, that if a sequester 
ever occurs, the spending cuts will be 
divided equally between defense 
spending and domestic programs. By 
holding out the prospect of equal cuts 
in defense and domestic spending, 
every Member of Congress and the 
President, whether hawks or doves or 
advocates or critics of social programs, 
are encouraged to find a more reasona­
ble way to reduce the deficit and avoid 
such across-the-board cuts. 

While all of these changes will fur­
ther the gains we have made toward 
reducing the Federal deficit in the last 
3 years, one provision of the confer­
ence agreement concerns me. On July 
23, I voted for Senator CHILES' original 
plan to revive Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings. That plan would have given 
Congress an opportunity each year to 
vote up or down on sequesters, instead 
of allowing bureaucrats at the Office 
of Management and Budget to carry 
out these cuts. 

The Constitution specifically gives 
Congress the authority to make tax 
and spending decisions. I believe we 
should face up to this responsibility. 
Congress should make the tough deci­
sions to reduce the Federal deficit and, 
if necessary, vote on sequesters. Unfor­
tunately, the Chiles' plan was not in­
cluded in the final conference agree­
ment. 

With this reservation, I urge the 
Senate to put Gramm-Rudman-Hol­
lings back on track, and approve the 
conference report. 

A BITTERSWEET VOTE 

.Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
am going to vote against this confer­
ence report, not because it repairs 
Gramm-Rudman, but because it in­
creases the debt limit to a staggering 
$2.8 trillion. 

Why this huge increase in the debt 
limit? To get the Congress and the 
President past the witching hour of 
November 1988. In that month the 
voters will choose a new President, a 

House of Representatives, and one­
third of the Senate. If we had an acri­
monious debate on the deficit, and on 
the debt limit, those voters might get 
the idea that we really have not done 
that much to reduce the deficit. Who 
knows how they might vote with that 
debate ringing in their ears. 

This increase is a political insurance 
policy for incumbents. The repairs to 
Gramm-Rudman may not work, as a 
number of speakers have pointed out. 
Next year being an election year, we 
may find a number of loopholes in the 
law. Neither party may want to take 
the heat of trying to make one more 
repair in the heat of an election cam­
paign. 

Would we need this big an increase 
in the debt limit if we were going to 
meet the new targets in this bill? The 
answer is no. The deficit for fiscal year 
1988 is not to exceed $144 billion. Add 
that to the existing debt, and you 
reach $2.5 trillion. Add in the target 
for fiscal year 1989-$136 billion-and 
you come to about $2.65 trillion. That 
should get us through September 
1989. The fact that we are increasing 
the limit to $2.8 trillion, and saying 
that it will last until May 1989, says 
something about how well we will 
adhere to the new targets. 

I favor the repairs to Gramm­
Rudman. They are complex, and they 
may be subject to manipulation, but 
right now they are the only game in 
town. Given the Congressional Budget 
Office's new projections on the deficit, 
which indicate that it will stay in the 
$175 billion range, mean that we must 
do something. The new targets should 
be tougher, especially for this year 
and next. This criticism notwithstand­
ing, this part of the conference report 
is still a notable improvement over 
what we have done so far this year. 

Were it not for the increase in the 
debt limit, it would have my support. 
Unfortunately, that $2.8 trillion is 
more than this Senator can swallow. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
have chosen to support this Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings fix because, as many 
of my colleagues in support of this 
measure have said, it is the only game 
in town. If deficit reduction is going to 
occur this year, it'll occur because of 
the threat of an automatic sequester. 
This is how we will ensure that the 
savings contained in the reconciliation 
bill are indeed achieved. 

I am mindful of the impact of a se­
quester on Government services in 
Iowa and the rest of the country, par­
ticularly in agriculture. And of course 
we must keep in the back of our minds 
that deficit reduction is just as impor­
tant to the farming community as any­
thing else we can do here in the 
Senate. 

Nonetheless, my vote for this fix is 
not an endorsement of that sequester. 
Rather, it is intended to support keep­
ing alive the slim opportunity we have 

this year to achieve real deficit reduc­
tion. Frankly, I fail to see anything 
out there on the horizon that would 
give us any hope should this measure 
fail. It is certainly not a very solid fix, 
and I believe the ranking member of 
the Senate Budget Committee spoke 
very eloquently and persuasively 
against this fix. And, in fact, he may 
be right in the final analysis. But in 
the absence of any alternative, Mr. 
President, I am taking the step here, 
in this vote, to support the slim oppor­
tunity before us. If it fails, we will 
have to come back and address the 
issue again. I hope it will not fail. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I have 
expressed my opposition to the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings approach 
many times in the past and I want to 
state them again now. This attempt to 
fix a failed policy actually has the per­
verse result of reducing incentives for 
the President and Congress to work to­
gether to solve the deficit problem. 
This is not the way to deal effectively 
with the massive deficit problem 
facing our Nation today. 

The original Gramm-Rudman law 
was a failure in large part because it · 
side stepped the problem and added 
another layer to the already complex 
budgetmaking process. The legislation 
today is even more convoluted and 
complicated than before. It is unwork­
able and will break down again under 
its own weight. 

Changes in the budget process are 
no substitute for setting Federal prior­
ities and making hard choices. As we 
have learned since Gramm-Rudman 
went into effect, there's always a way 
around a procedural fix. Federal defi­
cits can only be reduced by honest 
budgets and painful choices, not by 
amending the operating rules of Con­
gress or by creating a random slashing 
of programs regardless of their effec­
tiveness or importance. 

Even though the deficit target for 
1988 has been increased from $108 to 
$144 billion, the target really is mis­
leading. Under this change, we would 
only reduce the deficit by $23 billion, a 
major retreat from the congressional 
budget resolution reduction amount of 
$37 billion. For fiscal year 1989, the so­
called target deficit is almost double 
the target enacted by the original 
Gramm-Rudman statute. This retreat 
from the goal of $36 billion in annual 
deficit reduction is another indication 
of the failure of this process. 

Further, this new law contains a new 
escape provision-if indeed we are 
faced with a sequester resolution; a 
mechanism that will again change the 
sequester resolution or to abandon it 
altogether. This indicates the ultimate 
lack of confidence the authors have in 
this approach to reducing the deficit. 
We are wasting our time on arcane 
and unworkable procedure when our 
goal should be to get the President 
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and Congress together to come up 
with a workable reconciliation bill 
that makes real, lasting reductions in 
the Federal deficit. 

Mr. President, I commend all serious 
efforts to bring down the deficit. But I 
think we're headed in the wrong direc­
tion. Rather than try to jerry-rig a 
failed system, we must take steps to 
confront the deficit head on. The 
President should convene a summit 
with congressional leaders this year 
and put all options on the table. Oth­
erwise, our economy will continue to 
struggle under the growing weight of 
these massive deficits. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield to the distin­
guished minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
minority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have 
been listening to the debate off and on 
today. I first want to express my ap­
preciation to all Senators, particularly 
Senators on this side of the aisle, al­
though the distinguished chairman, 
Senator BENTSEN, and Senator CHILES 
on the other side have been very busy 
also. 

I have listened to Senator PAcK­
wooD, who has made a great contribu­
tion; and to Senator DoMENICI, who 
has a different view. But I think over 
the past several weeks and months 
Senator DoMENICI has made vast and 
positive changes in the original prod­
uct and the end product. 

I would also note the contributions 
of Senator PHIL GRAMM, who was sort 
of the father of the original legislation 
and, of course, deeply interested in 
what happens today. 

I am going to vote for the confer­
ence report. I think all of us have 
questions. I know, as I travel around 
the country these days, people ask 
about the deficit. They ask why Con­
gress is not doing something about it. 
They ask "What are you going to do 
about it? What would you do about 
it?" 

Everybody wants to bring the budget 
into balance as quickly as possible. A 
lot of people have a lot of good ideas. 
They do not have the votes, but they 
have got the ideas-a line-item veto, a 
constitutional amendment for a bal­
anced budget. 

Those obviously are very important, 
but we are not dealing with that 
today. We are dealing with what we 
have before us. It is not a perfect 
product. Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
was not perfect at the outset, as the 
Supreme Court indicated. But we did 
admit in 1985 that the process was not 
working. 

We missed by one vote adopting a 
constitutional amendment for a bal­
anced budget in this body. I think we 
had 66 votes and we needed 67. And we 
missed by a couple of votes the line­
item veto. We needed 60 to break a fil­
ibuster, as I recall, and we had 58. 

The question today is whether we 
want to reinstate, by the so-called 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings fix, that 
budgetary discipline. 

By approving the legislation, the 
threat of automatic sequestration once 
again exists. I think we would all have 
to confess that that really is not the 
way it is supposed to work. Congress is 
supposed to take certain actions, with 
the help of the administration from 
time to time, to avoid what is probably 
perceived as blackmail, in a sense, eco­
nomic budgetary blackmail, or call it 
what you will. 

I think we are, at least our constitu­
ents think we are, the ones who ought 
to be making the decisions, rather 
than some automatic processes that 
have not worked. That is why we had 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings I. That is 
why we are going to have a Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings II. If it works, Con­
gress will have to confront some tough 
choices and set their spending prior­
ities and revenue priorities. Maybe the 
budget will be in balance. 
It seems to me there are other 

things that we should have done that 
we are not doing here: to try a 2-year 
budget and appropriations cycle, some 
way to break up the massive continu­
ing resolutions so the President is not 
confronted with an all or nothing situ­
ation. As it stands, you can load up a 
continuing resolution with a lot of 
junk and send it to the President. He 
does not have any alternative but to 
sign it or let the Government come to 
a screeching halt. 

I would prefer a proposal that would 
guarantee there will not be any tax in­
crease and I do not think we made 
that judgment today. I think what we 
are saying today is that we are going 
to pass this; the spending and taxing 
decisions are going to come later. They 
will be made, those suggestions and 
recommendations, when we have rec­
onciliation and appropriations legisla­
tion. Like everybody else, we will all 
have to review that legislation. Cer­
tainly I will, particularly as it may ad­
dress itself to any revenue changes or 
attempts to treat defense unfairly. 

So, what we have before us is prob­
ably not perfect. But there is one 
other matter in this package that I 
think deserves some attention. I think 
in many cases that to many Senators 
it may be the deciding factor. We will 
be back, probably, addressing some of 
the problems in the Gramm-Rudman 
later. I would guess the next President 
may not like what he sees in this pack­
age. But there is one thing that I 
think has a lot of merit and that is ex­
tending the debt ceiling to get it 
beyond the 1988 election. 

I recall when I was the chairman of 
the Finance Committee, I do not know 
how many times we had to extend the 
debt ceiling, but it seemed like it was 
every other week. Every time it is 
brought to the floor, as the distin-

guished chairman of the Finance Com­
mittee knows, it is fair game. I think 
at one time we had 21 different 
amendments on the debt ceiling deal­
ing with everything from foreign 
policy to economic policy to farm 
policy; none of which was in the juris­
diction of the Finance Committee or 
the Ways and Means Committee in 
the House. 

I think what we are saying is the 
United States, if it wants to continue 
paying its bills, if we want to continue 
our credibility worldwide, for at least 
1¥2 years we are going to engage in 
fiscal brinksmanship. That I think is 
going to be of some solace to the mar­
kets and others who look to us reliable 
in many, many ways. One of the best 
elements of this package is it is going 
to increase the debt ceiling through 
May of 1989. 

So, I thank the distinguished manag­
er of the bill. This does keep the proc­
ess moving in the right direction, 
hopefully keeps the deficit moving in 
the right direction, and that is down. I 
believe, based on the information that 
I have, that it is in our interest to sup­
port the conference report. 

Again, I would say, some of my most 
respected colleagues, particularly the 
distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico, has a different view, one that 
I respect totally. I want to again ex­
press my appreciation to him for 
moving the process in the right direc­
tion and for raising the objections he 
has today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have 
the greatest respect for the authors of 
the proposition before us and I ap­
plaud their efforts for reaching a com­
promise under some most extreme 
conditions. They have worked hard 
and it might be argued that this is the 
best than can be done under the cir­
cumstances. I do not slight the inten­
tions of the authors, I simply disagree 
with the underlying premise of the 
Gramm-Rudman philosophy. 

I fully share the authors' concerns 
regarding the growing Federal budget 
deficit. I have authored a constitution­
al amendment to require that the 
President submit and the Congress 
enact a balanced budget and legisla­
tion to reform debt ceiling approval. 
In my view, if the debt ceiling is to be 
increased, it should accompany actual 
deficit reduction and be tied directly 
to the Federal budget. I am also a co­
sponsor of legislation to give the Presi­
dent enhanced rescission authority 
which would allow the President to 
immediately send items contained in 
appropriations bills back to Congress 
for reconsideration. I have also long 
supported legislation to grant the 
President line-item veto authority. 

Mr. President, I realize that all the 
process reform in the world alone will 
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not solve the deficit crisis. There are 
only three ways to reduce the deficit; 
cut spending, improve receipts or 
pursue a combination of both. The 
real problem is not procedure, it is 
people. The deficit crisis will not be 
solved until the congressional leader­
ship and the President sit down and 
work out a program of shared sacri­
fice. As a former Governor who put to­
gether eight balanced budgets, I can 
attest to the fact that there are no 
procedural magic wands, or painless 
ways to cut spending. Only hard work, 
tough negotiation, and good faith ef­
forts to reach a consensus can produce 
meaningful deficit reduction. 

I have been a consistent opponent of 
the Gramm-Rudman law. In spite of 
several positive factors, much of the 
Gramm-Rudman scheme is poor 
public policy. I have opposed the 
Gramm-Rudman law over the years 
because it is an abdication of congres­
sional responsibility; it delays mean­
ingful action on the deficit; the result 
it produces is grossly unfair; and after 
2 years of operation it has not worked. 

In this bicentennial year, the 
Gramm-Rudman automatic sequester 
is an idea which goes against the very 
foundations of congressional power 
and responsibility. The Constitution of 
the United State grants the Congress 
the power to lay and collect taxes, pay 
debts and provide for the national de­
fense. Gramm-Rudman turns congres­
sional responsibility over to the Presi­
dent's Office of Management and 
Budget. If the economic forecasters 
determine that the Congress has not 
reduced the deficit by a sufficient 
amount, the authority to cut a portion 
of the Federal budget is turned over to 
the head of the Office of Management 
and Budget. I do not believe that the 
American people elected the Congress 
to turn over its constitutional fiscal re­
sponsibilities to an unelected bureau­
crat. 

The entire Gramm-Rudman process 
actually delays serious action on the 
deficit. The budget reconciliation bill 
passed in 1986 is a prime example of 
the type of deficit reduction the 
Gramm-Rudman process inspires. The 
bill was loaded with spending shifts, 
one-time asset sales and accounting 
gimmicks which reduced the deficit 
projections, which technically met the 
Gramm-Rudman targets for the pur­
poses of avoiding a sequester. The 
Congress did very little to reduce Fed­
eral borrowing or reduce the structur­
al deficit. Rather than force action, 
the Gramm-Rudman process fakes 
action. I will concede that the latest 
incarnation of the Gramm-Rudman 
amendment goes a very long way to 
close the many known loop holes. 
However, in this environment, it is 
only a matter of time before new loop­
holes are discovered. One obvious 
weakness in this new incarnation is 
that it will likely encourage appropri-

ators to "pad" accounts to cushion the 
effects of a sequester. 

Most disturbing is the fact that if 
the Gramm-Rudman procedure were 
played out, it would produce a result 
which is grossly unfair. In its basic and 
theoretical form, there is great appeal 
to taking across-the-board action to 
reduce the deficit. I have worked over 
the years to formulate across-the­
board freeze budgets. If the Congress 
is unable to reduce the deficit, it 
makes a good deal of sense to freeze or 
reduce each program by a uniform 
amount to deal with a budget short­
fall. Such a procedure spreads the 
burden of deficit reduction and pre­
serves the relative priority of each 
program. Unfortunately, Gramm­
Rudman is not across-the-board deficit 
reduction. Over half of all Federal 
spending is exempt from the Gramm­
Rudman formula reduction. Those 
nonexempt programs must absorb a 
disproportionate share of the deficit 
reduction burden. Agriculture, for ex­
ample, takes an extremely heavy hit in 
a sequester scenario. Agriculture 
which accounts for about 3 percent of 
the budget would take a 10-percent re­
duction even under the limited seques­
ter established for 1988. No one can 
say that Gramm-Rudman does not 
hurt farmers. 

After 2 years of operation, by and 
large, Gramm-Rudman has not 
worked. The new version of the law 
does not bring with it a new promise 
of deficit reduction. If anything, it 
pushes difficult decisions away from 
this Congress and President Reagan 
onto the next Congress and the next 
President. In the first year of the 
Gramm-Rudman law's operation, the 
United States rolled up a $220 billion 
deficit; the largest ever! The Congres­
sional Budget Office [CBOJ just re­
ported that in 1987 the deficit will 
likely exceed $160 billion, about $20 
billion above the current Gramm­
Rudman target. However, the acting 
director of CBO acknowledged that 
this slight improvement in the deficit 
picture is largely temporary and due 
to an unexpected windfall from tax 
reform, spending shifts, and one-time 
asset sales. After 1987, the deficit once 
again takes an upward path and 
hovers indefinitely in the $200 billion 
area. Today, the Congress is attempt­
ing to put off dealing with the long­
term problems of debt and deficit. 

Let's be honest with the American 
people. There were not sufficient votes 
to increase the debt ceiling, 2 years 
ago, to over $2 trillion and today to 
$2.8 trillion. The original Gramm­
Rudman law and today's latest incar­
nation is basically a device to garner 
sufficient votes to extend the debt 
ceiling to a new and extraordinary 
level. 

Mr. President, the Gramm-Rudman 
philosophy works to reduce deficit es­
timates, but time has proved it is a 

meager tool for actually reducing defi­
cits. It is a way for Congress to con­
gratulate itself for having fiscal cour­
age without making a single decision 
on the spending and revenue issues 
which produce the debt and deficit. 
The future of deficit reduction does 
not hinge on the adoption of an auto­
matic trigger for the Gramm-Rudman 
law. It hinges on political will and bi­
partisan cooperation. From the first 
day of Budget Committee hearings, 
the members of the majority called on 
the President to meet with the con­
gressional leadership in a budget 
summit to really fix this problem. To 
date those requests have fallen on 
deaf ears. If the President can negoti­
ate with the Soviets, certainly he can 
negotiate with the Congress. 

The debt and deficit are the nuclear 
nightmare of the President's fiscal 
policy. It is time to stop hiding and 
start working toward deficit disarma­
ment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 

I do not intend to say anything fur­
ther. I just wanted to say to you, Sena­
tor BENTSEN, as the chairman of our 
conferees, obviously because of the 
nature of the debt ceiling bill, it has 
befallen you twice, one in a ranking 
position and one as chairman, to be a 
lead person taking to conference on 
that little simple thing called the debt 
limit this very complex issue. 

I truly want to say to you two 
things: It is not normally my privilege 
to be on conference with you because I 
do not serve on your committee. 
Second, it was really a privilege to 
serve with you, and I want to thank 
you for the way you conducted the 
hearings, they were difficult; for your 
tenacity; and for both you and your 
staff's dedicated work in trying to 
come up with a solution. 

It happens in this case, obviously, 
that I do not agree, but I did want to 
tell you that it has been a privilege 
working with you. Obviously you un­
derstand intimately how to get things 
done. I was glad to be part of it right 
up until the end, and I am sorry on 
this one we disagreed. I am certain 
there will be many times in the future 
we will have a chance to agree. 

Mr. President, I want to also thank 
the distinguished ranking member, 
Mr. PACKWOOD. 

I want to say that it will fall on his 
shoulders to either chair or be the 
ranking member of the committee. We 
will not have a debt limit bill before us 
for some time now. 

I want to say to him also, frankly, 
we are dealing with issues that he has 
no responsibility in. I want to thank 
him for all the hard work he has done, 
for the excellent staff work, for the 
quickness with which he grasped the 
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issues, and for participating fully in 
arriving at this compromise. I compli­
ment him and I thank him. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank my good 
friend. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I would say to my 
distinguished friend, I served on the 
Environment and Public Works Com­
mittee where he was a very vital 
member. I have enjoyed his friendship 
and I have a great respect for his abili­
ty and integrity. 

As I listened to the distinguished mi­
nority leader talking about extending 
this until May 1989, we would not 
have to bring up the debt limit again, I 
could not help but think how many 
things we have attached to it. I 
learned more about the budget process 
than I ever intended to learn. But it 
has been a fascinating study for me. I 
have enjoyed it and you have been 
educational in the process. I appreci­
ate that and I thank you very much 
for your cooperation working on that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Can we get the 
yeas and nays, Mr. Majority Leader? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader is recognized. 
DEBT LIMIT/GRAMM-RUDMAN FIX NEEDED NOW 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the tale 
of deficit reduction this year has been 
a tortured one so far. It has been 
marked by frustration, intransigence, 
delays, and a lack of results. Shortly, I 
hope the Senate will take the next 
step needed to achieve significant defi­
cit reduction by approving the confer­
ence report on the debt limit, which 
includes restoration of the automatic 
sequester process under Gramm­
Rudman. 

Earlier, the House adopted the con­
ference report with a bipartisan vote 
of 230 to 176. It is important for the 
Senate to do likewise and send the 
conference report to the President 
today for two reasons. First, the tem­
porary extension of the debt limit ex­
pires at midnight tonight. Unless the 
conference report is agreed to before 
then, the Government will run the 
risk of default at the end of the 
month. 

I hope all my colleagues recognize 
the seriousness of that situation. 

I understand there is enough cash 
on hand to keep the Government run­
ning for a few days yet, but, in any 
event, a default by the U.S. Govern­
ment on its financial obligations would 
be unprecedented. It could create 
chaos in worldwide financial markets 
and jeopardize millions of benefit 
checks and other payments. 

But there is a second, perhaps more 
fundamental, reason to approve this 
conference report, and that is to 
achieve real, significant deficit reduc­
tion this year. There should be no mis­
take about it. The fate of Gramm-

Rudman is the fate of deficit reduc­
tion for the next 2 years. 

Last month, CBO and OMB released 
their joint report required by the cur­
rent Gramm-Rudman law. In it, the 
two agencies estimated that the deficit 
for next year will be $172 billion if 
nothing is done to reduce it. That is an 
increase of $14 billion over this year's 
expected deficit of $158 billion. 

Mr. President, it is clear from this 
report that unless we take action, the 
deficit will resume its upward spiral. 
This administration has already 
achieved the dubious distinction of 
saddling the country with the double 
debt blues-huge deficits both in trade 
and the budget. We in Congress have 
been trying to change that, with legis­
lation designed to lower both deficits. 

Unfortunately, we have met with re­
sistance and obstruction by the White 
House and some in Congress on both 
issues. The White House has opposed 
restoring the heart of the Gramm­
Rudmanlaw. 

Much of the opposition we have en­
countered comes from those who have 
said that economic growth will solve 
the budget deficit problem. It has not 
been solved. I believe that it is time to 
disregard that advice and take steps to 
do what we know must be done. 

It has become clear to me that the 
key to deficit reduction this year is 
restoration of the automatic seques­
tration procedures under Gramm­
Rudman. The White House has been 
so intransigent, so unyielding on the 
issue of deficit reduction that I have 
come to believe that the best hope of 
achieving it is to hold over both the 
Congress and the President the pros­
pect of large, across-the-board spend­
ing cuts that will occur automatically 
unless more responsible action is taken 
to reduce the deficit. 

What I am saying is that we have to 
hold the gun at the temples of both 
the President and the Congress. And 
to my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, may I emphasize that they 
should be aware that the gun is there 
not just at the temple of the Presi­
dent, but also at ours. 

I regret that we must resort to such 
a process to force action on the biggest 
menace to our future prosperity-the 
deficit. But the unwillingness of the 
White House to cooperate in this 
effort has brought me, reluctantly, to 
this position. 

The present Gramm-Rudman law 
does not contain the needed incentive 
for deficit reduction. The sequester 
resolution that is now on the calendar 
can be vetoed by the President. Thus, 
it does little to force him and the Con­
gress to engage in a cooperative, seri­
ous effort to reduce the deficit. 

Unless the automatic sequester proc­
ess is restored, I fear that any signifi­
cant deficit reduction will have to 
await January 1989 and the inaugura­
tion of a new President. That is a ter-

rible situation for the country and for 
the new President. 

Mr. President, I hope that there will 
be bipartisan support for this effort. 

I hope there will be strong support 
on my side of the aisle. I am delighted 
that the distinguished Republican 
leader has announced his support. 
And, of course, it has the support of 
Mr. PACKWOOD and others. I think we 
all need to join together and show a 
very strong, ·bipartisan supportive po­
sition. 

I know that there may be disagree­
ments over the specific ways to reduce 
the deficit. But those differences 
should not paralyze us. The need to 
reduce the deficit should transcend 
those disagreements. Restoring the 
automatic trigger in Gramm-Rudman 
is absolutely essential to achieving any 
significant deficit reduction this year. 

The change in Gramm-Rudman con­
tained in the conference report does 
not specify how deficit savings are to 
be achieved. It does not say raise so 
much in new revenues or save so much 
in spending. It says that unless you 
reduce the deficit-by $23 billion next 
year and more the following years­
there will be certain, across-the-board 
cuts in spending without regard to im­
portant national priorities. The specif­
ics of how the deficit reduction targets 
will be met are left to the discretion of 
the Congress, which is as it should be. 

So I ask all Senators for their sup­
port. 

The message we send from here 
today will be heard, not only in the fi­
nancial markets around the country, 
not only around the world, but also 
downtown, at the other end of Penn­
sylvania Avenue. 

With strong bipartisan support, we 
can set in motion a process that can 
result in sure, certain deficit reduc­
tion, ultimately leading to a balanced 
budget. Without it, we likely will con­
tinue to wallow in a growing mountain 
of debt-a debt that saps the lifeblood 
from our economy and forces our chil­
dren to bear the burden which is 
rightfully ours. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there further debate? 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I 

cannot close without thanking the ma­
jority leader for his support which has 
been so helpful. 

I want to say to the distinguished 
ranking member on the Finance Com­
mittee, without his help, I do not be­
lieve we could achieve what we are 
trying to achieve. I think he has been 
very forceful and eloquent in his help. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I appreciate the 
comments of my colleague. 

Mr. BENTSEN. And I thank the 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
for his long, hard work along the way. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
conference report. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there further debate? 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 

be recreant in my duties to my col­
leagues, if I did not compliment the 
distinguished Senator from Texas 
[Mr. BENTSEN], the chairman of the 
Finance Co:rnffiittee; the distinguished 
ranking member of that committee, 
[Mr. PACKWOOD]; and the distin­
guished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
CHILES], the chairman of the Budget 
Committee. While I cannot thank Mr. 
DoMENICI for his support on this 
matter, I can certainly thank him for 
the courtesy, the consideration, and 
the understanding he always extends 
to all of us. He is a very capable and 
able Member. He sees this thing as he 
sees it, and that is for him to decide. I 
respect his viewpoint even though I do 
not agree with it. 

But these other Senators have 
worked hard in support of this meas­
ure. They have labored to bring the 
measure to the floor. They labored in 
conference with the other body. They 
worked hard and always, of course, 
with the threat hanging over them 
that even all of this work may in the 
final analysis prove to be in vain. But 
they tried and they produced a good 
product. I thank them on behalf of all 
of us in the Senate. 

I also express appreciation to Mr. 
GRAMM for the work that he has done 
in this instance. I hope we can produce 
the kind of vote which will convince 
the other end of the avenue, the 
White House, that we have a package 
here that is entitled to, and deserves 
and commands, -the support of the Ex­
ecutive as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 
there is no further debate, the ques• 
tion is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The yeas and nays are ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
GoRE] and the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
FOWLER). Are there any other Sena­
tors in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 64, 
nays 34, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 262 Leg.] 

YEAS-64 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
Danforth 

Daschle 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Durenberger 
Evans 
Fowler 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heinz 
Helms 
Hollings 
Inouye 

Karnes 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
Matsunaga 
McCain 
McClure 
McConnell 
Melcher 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowskl 

Nickles Rudman Symms 
Packwood Sanford Thurmond 
Pell Sasser Trible 
Pryor Simpson Wallop 
Quayle Stafford Wilson 
Reid Stennis 
Rockefeller Stevens 

NAYS-34 
Adams Glenn Pressler 
Bingaman Harkin Proxmire 
Boschwitz Hatfield Riegle 
Bradley Hecht Roth 
Burdick Heflin Sarbanes 
Conrad Humphrey Shelby 
D'Amato Johnston Specter 
DeConcini Kassebaum Warner 
Domenici Lautenberg Weicker 
Ex on Metzenbaum Wirth 
Ford Mikulski 
Garn Nunn 

NOT VOTING-2 
Gore Simon 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the con­
ference report was agreed to. 

Mr. CHILES. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORI­
ZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 1988 AND 1989 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask the 

Chair to lay before the Senate the un­
finished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the unfinished busi­
ness. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 1174) to authorize appropria­
tions for fiscal years 1988 and 1989 for mili­
tary activities of the Department of De­
fense, for military construction, and for de­
fense activities of the Department of 
Energy, to prescribe personnel strengths for 
such fiscal years for the Armed Forces, and 
for other purposes. 

Pending: Weicker-Hatfield amendment 
No. 712, to require compliance with the pro­
visions of the War Powers Resolution. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may 
we have quiet? This is an important 
matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

I thank the Senator from Mississip­
pi. 

The majority leader is recognized. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the 
Chair will indulge me momentarily, 
and if all other Senators will. 

Mr. President, that I might facilitate 
matters, does the order which was en­
tered into protect me or my designee 
for the purpose of offering an amend­
ment in the second degree to the 
amendment by Mr. WEICKER with the 
understanding that there could be 

some debate and, in that event, I 
would be protected against any motion 
or amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will discuss this with the Parlia­
mentarian. 

The opinion of the Chair is that the 
order does so protect the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Might I have the understanding of 
the distinguished Senator from Con­
necticut-! do not want to delay his 
getting on with whatever he wishes to 
say-that at some point, however, he 
would yield to me so that we could 
perhaps get some agreements on other 
matters. We are currently talking 
about taking up the nomination of Mr. 
Sessions and possibly having a very 
short debate thereon. We are also 
talking about hopefully getting an 
agreement to take up the continuing 
resolution, when it comes over from 
the House, without any amendments 
thereto. 

If I could just have the understand­
ing of the distinguished Senator, in 
the event we are ready to pursue those 
matters, that he would yield temporar­
ily without losing his right to the floor 
and without the RECORD showing an 
interruption of his speech. 

Mr. WEICKER. In response to the 
distinguished majority leader, abso­
lutely. I have no intention in any par­
liamentary way-1 do not think I could 
if I wanted to-of preventing the ma­
jority leader from taking the floor to 
make whatever request he desires. 

But I do want the RECORD to show 
something else, and that is that I am 
perfectly willing to have a vote on the 
Weicker amendment at this instance, 
right now, and that in no way is it the 
Senator from Connecticut or the Sena­
tor from Oregon who is preventing 
such a vote from taking place, nor are 
we preventing the business of the 
Senate. 

As long as the record is clear on that 
point, I can assure the majority leader 
that I do not want to hold up the 
Senate on whatever business it has to 
do. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am glad 
the distinguished Senator has said 
what he just said, because some im­
pression might have been given by the 
request that I made of him that I was 
implying that the Senator was going 
to hold the floor. I did not mean that 
at all. I just do not want to hold up 
the Senator. At the same time, I do 
not want to hold up getting another 
agreement, if we can reach an agree­
ment, on one of the other matters. 

I am happy with the understanding 
of the distinguished Senator. I can 
assure him and all who are within lis­
tening and seeing distance that not for 
a moment did I feel that he was want­
ing to hold up the floor. I know he is 
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ready to vote at this point. I thank 
him. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, 
might I ask the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia, through the 
Chair, whether there is any possibility 
that we are going to have a vote on 
the Weicker amendment or any 
amendments thereto before the hour 
of 6 o'clock, the curtailed hours being 
necessary because of the religious ob­
servance? Is there any chance this 
might be accomplished within the 
next hour and a half? 

Mr. BYRD. I think the distinguished 
Senator is entitled to have an answer 
to that question. In responding to the 
question, I should say that a biparti­
san group of Senators has been meet­
ing to develop the amendment in the 
second degree, and that group includes 
Mr. WARNER, the ranking member of 
the Armed Services Committee. That 
group is still working. We have pro­
duced I believe this is the third draft 
and we are diligently working. 

But I would doubt that within the 
next hour and a half we could reach a 
vote on that amendment. That is my 
honest reaction. The distinguished 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]. 
is he cares to, might elaborate. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join 
the distinguished majority leader. 
There is a very conscientious biparti­
san effort. And, I might say, my two 
colleagues who are the proponents of 
this amendment initiated the momen­
tum which is now moving forward. We 
began, I think, this morning at 9:30 
and we have spent some 5 to 6 hours 
on this matter. I assure them that it is 
being carefully considered. 

The current draft strikes me to be a 
very fair approach to this situation 
and one which I possibly think the 
proponents of this amendment would 
want to look with considerable care to 
possibly joining. 

I concur in your view that, assuming 
we reach the fourth and final draft 
here shortly. it might be laid down to­
night. You are really the spearhead on 
this whole effort, the leader. I would 
think it would require some discussion, 
certainly, by the group of Senators 
who have worked on it. You would un­
doubtedly have some thoughts on it 
and, therefore, such time would be 
consumed. And, assuming the hour of 
6 o'clock is the terminate point to­
night, it is not likely a vote could be 
reached on it. 

Mr. BYRD. I think were we not in­
hibited or fenced in by the 6 o'clock 
hour, I think we very well might dis­
pose of the subject matter, as far as 
this Senator is concerned. It may not 
be in accord with other Senators' 
thinking. But I think the 6 o'clock 
hour that we have been pointing to for 
the last day would probably prevent 
disposition of the matter today. 

I yield to the Senator from Georgia 
so that he might contribute his think­
ing. 

Mr. NUNN. I missed the first part of 
the colloquy, but I did want to give a 
rundown on where we stand on other 
amendments. I do not have any real 
comments on this particular amend­
ment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, what 
the distinguished leader and I have 
said is that there is a small group, I 
am sure the chairman would indicate 
that he is a member of that group, 
working on a bipartisan agreement 
which would take the form of an 
amendment, and that agreement 
would require a considerable discus­
sion both by the group who prepared 
it and by those who are interested in 
this issue. Therefore, we are not likely 
to reach a vote tonight on anything 
the majority leader would lay down. 

Mr. WEICKER. With my good col­
league from Oregon in remarking on 
the comments of the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia, we have have 
initiated these discussions but we did 
not participate in them. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I say 
to my good friend that there will come 
a time when you will participate, and 
many will have the benefit of your 
erudite observations. 

Mr. NUNN. I thought the distin­
guished Senator from Virginia was 
speaking for the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut and the distin­
guished Senator from Oregon. We are 
shocked not to find that to be the 
case. 

Mr. WEICKER. That is testimony to 
a former colleague of ours. It is very 
difficult to state Jake Javits' position. 
That is the problem being confronted. 
I doubt that they will do better than 
he. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
would say as we look at this issue, a 
careful examination of the law indi­
cates that both the executive branch 
and the Congress want to work within 
the spirit of the law, and we hope to 
achieve that. I think that is important. 
It is not a cut and run situation. We 
are trying to work within the spirit of 
the law, not the letter. Not the letter, 
but the spirit of the law. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, my own 
view is that we need to work both 
within the spirit and the letter of the 
law, but we also need to do so in our 
own security interest in the Persian 
Gulf area and that area of the world. 
That is not an easy task, as has al­
ready been observed. 

Mr. President, I do not know who 
has the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
could join with the observation of my 
distinguished colleague, he said the se­
curity interest of our Nation, and that 
is absolutely true, but also the security 
interests of our allies are involved. 
There is a composite of nations that 

have come together to address this 
crisis in the gulf and we must consider 
their interests as well as the interest 
of this Nation. 

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator from Vir­
ginia has the floor, will he yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise that the majority 
leader has the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
like to have the attention of the ma­
jority leader and my friend from Vir­
ginia. 

I would like the Senate to have some 
idea about the rest of the week and 
where we are in this defense bill 
before we get into any more debate on 
this particular amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
chairman of the Armed Services Com­
mittee has a request of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. NUNN. I would like to acquaint 
the majority leader about where we 
stand on this Department of Defense 
bill so that our colleagues can begin to 
make plans for the remainder of the 
week. 

It is my understanding that we will 
hopefully be able to get this amend­
ment up and perhaps the substitute to 
that and debate those in due course, 
and perhaps stack votes on those two 
tomorrow afternoon. 

Then I would hope to have two 
chemical amendments up, one by the 
Senator from Oregon and another by 
the Senator from Arkansas, and have 
those stacked for tomorrow afternoon. 

Then I would hope to have the Ken­
nedy amendment up on testing, have 
that up tomorrow and stacked for to­
morrow afternoon. 

. Then a possible Kennedy amend­
ment on aircraft carriers that I hoped 
we could debate and stack for tomor­
row afternoon. 

I would anticipate that we will have 
four, five, or six votes sometime after 
tomorrow afternoon. I would antici­
pate a very busy day in terms of 
debate, if that is in accordance with 
the desires of the majority leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, first I beg 
the Senator's pardon for having been 
distracted. I distracted myself. It was 
not because of someone else. 

The chairman is pursuing a wise 
course. It is the only way to go for­
ward with action on this bill and hope 
to finish it this Friday or Saturday, or 
even Tuesday of next week. 

So, while we will not be having roll­
call votes after 6 o'clock today, though 
we may yet have a rollcall vote today 
on a nomination or some such, it is a 
course which I very strongly support, 
that we proceed and try to line up our 
votes and call up our amendments. We 
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may have our amendment in the 
second degree that will be offered still 
this afternoon, be able to debate it, 
and agree to stack that for tomorrow 
after 6 o'clock. That would be a good 
beginning. 

Then whatever other amendments 
the Senator can encourage by way of 
getting Senators to call them up, I 
hope he can do it. I compliment him 
on his approach. 

Mr. NUNN. If I can say again, with 
the attention of the majority leader 
and my colleague from Virginia, for 
the rest of the week the way it ap­
pears to me if we can dispose of the 
amendments I have already outlined, 
including the pending amendment, in 
that general framework, we have a 
Bumpers-Leahy amendment on SALT 
II. 

I would like to propose to my friend 
from Virginia a 3-hour time on that 
amendment equally divided. Not now 
but I would like to have him think 
about that and see if we can get that 
agreement tomorrow. 

I know the Senator from North 
Carolina has an amendment on the 
ABM matter. I would like to get a time 
agreement on that one. I was going to 
suggest maybe an hour equally divid­
ed, but I will defer to the Senator 
from North Carolina for his feeling. 

We have a Wilson amendment, cost 
effective, I think referring to the 
Midgetman program and the defensive 
criteria on the SDI Program. I would 
suggest a 1-hour time limit on that . 
one. 

We have a Gramm amendment on 
Davis-Bacon and a Gramm amend­
ment on service contracts. That is Mr. 
GRAMM of Texas. I would suggest 
those amendments have been debated 
over and over again and that we have 
no more than a 1-hour time agreement 
on both of those. 

We have a Gramm amendment on 
stockpiles that I am not familiar with, 
but I would suggest a 1-hour time 
agreement. 

We have a Levin amendment that 
shifts funds from the strategic to con­
ventional forces. I would suggest 1 
hour. 

We have a Roth amendment on base 
closures, and I suggest a 1-hour time 
limit on that one. 

We have a Kennedy amendment on 
carriers. I would suggest a 2-hour time 
limit on that one. 

I would say to the majority leader 
that I would like Senators' staffs to 
please bring this suggested list to the 
attention of their Senators and deter­
mine some time tomorrow afternoon 
or some time during the day if we can 
secure that kind of a unanimous-con­
sent agreement. 

Whether we can or not, I would sug­
gest that we continue tomorrow night 
and I would suggest that we stay here 
as late as the majority leader will tol­
erate and my colleagues will tolerate 

on Thursday evening, well into the 
early morning hours, if necessary, 
coming back on Friday and working all 
day Friday, Friday night, and Satur­
day. 

The goal I would like to achieve is to 
avoid a Saturday session and even get 
away Friday afternoon late, if we can 
finish this bill or if we can get to the 
stage where we close off further 
amendments and we agree that this is 
the set of amendments that we are 
going to live with and we have time 
limits on those with a time certain for 
final passage of this bill Tuesday 
afternoon of next week. 

I say to my colleagues this is the 
only way we can avoid going perhaps 
late Thursday evening, which will be 
necessary in any event, and perhaps 
all night Friday and most of Saturday. 
The reason I say that, and I think this 
is something everyone should try to 
recognize, is that we had a week ago 60 
amendments pending on this bill. We 
have been at work. We have had good 
cooperation from Members on both 
sides of the aisle. We have had no 
delay that I know of, purposeful delay. 
And we still have, guess what, 60 
amendments pending. We have not 
disposed yet of any amendments over 
the course of a week. . 

Now, the reason that happens is be­
cause this is one of those bills that 
people view as covering the world and 
every time something happens in the 
world, the longer this bill stays here, 
the more amendments we are going to 
have. And we are going to go on and 
on and on. This bill could conceivably 
be debated in perpetuity, in good 
faith. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, would 
the Senator outline that course of 
action? I think it would be very inter­
esting how that works. 

Mr. NUNN. There is a rule against 
perpetuity I learned back in law school 
in real property but I have forgotten 
the rule, so I will have to look it up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will help. It is lives in being plus 
21 years. 

Mr. NUNN. Lives in being plus 21 
years. That is probably the length of 
time this bill is going to last unless we 
are going to get some time agree­
ments. If we are going to get that time 
agreement by Friday afternoon, noth­
ing would suit me better than to have 
everyone get away Friday afternoon 
late, knowing we are going to finish 
this bill either Friday afternoon or at 
a time certain Tuesday. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at an 
appropriate time I would like to 
rejoin, but I will yield. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, if we can get the 
agreement on amendments and limit 
the list to those on which we have 
agreed and with that a final time for a 

vote, a final vote on this measure, 
then we will not be in Saturday. 

I hope that will be a little encour­
agement to Senators to shorten their 
amendment and perhaps the time 
limits that the distinguished Senator 
has stated could be shortened by Sena­
tors. That would help the chairman 
also. I think he is being very generous. 

Mr. NUNN. Unless there are a lot of 
these amendments withdrawn, obvi­
ously we cannot complete this bill in 
that time frame. But if some of these 
amendments are withdrawn, and if on 
other amendments we can get agree­
ment on both sides to accept, some of 
the amendments will go rapidly. And 
what I have enumerated here are what 
I consider to be the major amend­
ments. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
would just like to say this side pledges 
to work this afternoon to establish an 
agenda for tomorrow so that it can be 
a productive day, in certain respects, 
with stacked votes in the evening. It 
seems to me that is objective No. 1. 

This Senator and others will work 
with the Senator from Georgia tomor­
row to establish hopefully an agenda 
No. 2, which is an acceptable program 
by which we do not have to come in all 
night long, we can carry out Saturday 
plans, Monday plans and have a time 
next week, possibly Wednesday after­
noon, for a final vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I certainly hope the Sen­
ator from Virginia would not foreclose 
and would work for a final passage, 
first of all, Friday afternoon and, 
second, no later than Tuesday after­
noon. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is 
up to the leadership of the Senate. I 
gave my views. 

Mr. NUNN. If we start talking about 
Wednesday afternoon, I really think it 
is going to make it more difficult to 
get this kind of agreement and it is 
going to make it more difficult to get 
amendments up the next 2 days. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I men­
tioned it only to indicate that there is 
considerable thought on this side that 
we should have a fixed time next 
week, agreed upon by the two leaders 
of the Senate, concurred in by the 
chairman and ranking member. 

Mr. NUNN. I understand. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. WARNER. We are working 
toward that objective. So let us have 
objective No. 1, a full day tomorrow 
with stacked votes, and during the 
course of that day this Senator togeth­
er with the Republican leader, will 
come forward and try and contribute a 
plan that would involve the weekend 
and a time next week. 

Mr. NUNN. If we could get the kind 
of time agreements we are talking 
about here and if we can have the 
kind of productive day we are talking 
about, with chemical weapons, testing 
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amendments, the Weicker amendment 
and the substitute thereto, go into the 
evening until a reasonable hour tomor­
row night, 10, 11 o'clock, I think it 
would be possible with these kinds of 
time agreements and with cooperation 
to really be able to finish this bill 
Friday or certainly by Tuesday after­
noon. I think that is within the realm 
of possibility. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. NUNN. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. HATFIELD. I know precisely 

what the chairman of the Armed Serv­
ices Committee is going through be­
cause amendments on CR's and appro­
priations bills have had the same 
effect. To assist the Senator in setting 
this in some kind of timeframe, I could 
suggest that we pull the bill down and 
then offer it as an amendment to the 
CR where there is a timeframe. There 
is ample precedent for that, and I 
would be very happy to take this all to 
conference on behalf of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. NUNN. I will say to my friend 
from Oregon that I have thought 
about that long and hard in the last 10 
or 12 seconds and I would be rather 
negative on it now, but would keep it 
alive as a last ditch possibility. 

Mr. WEICKER. Will the Senator 
yield? To get this matter off on the 
right foot, you have at the present 
time a request by this Senator for an 
amendment to transfer defense 
moneys to the National Institutes of 
Health for medical research that bene­
fits military personnel. I have asked 
for 1 ¥2 hours on that amendment. I 
would be willing to have a time agree­
ment of 25 minutes to a side. If that 
will get the ball rolling here, so be it. I 
will be glad to agree to that time limit 
on that amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. I would be delighted. I 
ask the majority leader perhaps if he 
would pose that time limit. That was 
an amendment on which we already 
had a time agreement. 

Mr. WEICKER. That is an amend­
ment on the list scheduled tentatively 
for 1 ¥2 hours, no time agreement 
having been arrived at, I would be 
more than willing to have 25 minutes 
on a side and a vote on it. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I do 
not think either side had the opportu­
nity to consider the offer. Let both 
sides consider it. I am not at this time 
able to agree. 

Mr. NUNN. That is one on which we 
have already had a time agreement, 
and I think the Senator from Con­
necticut is simply proposing that we 
shorten the time agreement. 

Mr. WARNER. That is clear. 
Mr. NUNN. I would be strongly in­

clined to accept it but will defer to my 
colleague until he has a chance to con­
sider it. 

Mr. President, does the Senator 
from Connecticut desire to perhaps 

take that amendment up this after­
noon in lieu of the one that is now 
pending and dispose of it or does he 
desire to go ahead with this amend­
ment today? 

Mr. WEICKER. In response to the 
Senator from Georgia, I would like to 
have a rollcall vote on it. We are get­
ting a little close even on the 25 min­
utes to a side and that would be with­
out any further discussion of the 
pending amendment. I think there 
might be a few minutes still allocated 
to the pending amendment. However, 
I am prepared to move forward on my 
other amendment to transfer defense 
money to ·the National Institutes of 
Health. 

That would mean, if we started on 
the National Institutes of Health 
amendment at 5 o'clock, according to 
the time agreement which I have pro­
posed, we should be ready to vote at 10 
minutes to 6 or quarter to 6. I have no 
problem with that. If you want to 
start on that amendment and dispose 
of it-and I would want a rollcall 
vote-I am perfectly prepared to start 
talking to that amendment at 5 
o'clock. 

Mr. NUNN. I believe that would be 
moving forward because we are not 
going to be able to vote on the pending 
Weicker amendment tonight. We 
would be able to vote on the other 
Weicker amendment that he has iden­
tified tonight and the Senator would 
not lose his priority with his amend­
ment that is now pending after dispos­
al the subsequent Weicker amend­
ment. 

If we could proceed and debate that 
amendment now and perhaps we could 
get a unanimous consent within the 
next 5 or 10 minutes on the time, that 
would give us a rollcall vote this after­
noon and dispose of one amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. We would dispose of one 
amendment. I hope we could do that. 
Moreover, I am convinced at this 
point, having had some discussions, 
too, that we will not be able to offer 
the substance of the amendment in 
the second degree tonight. Conse­
quently, if it is agreeable with the Sen­
ator from Connecticut [Mr. WEICKER] 
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD] and others that we could 
agree to temporarily lay aside the 
amendment by Mr. WEICKER so that 
other amendments could be brought 
up, we could continue to make 
progress on the bill overall, stack the 
votes after having a vote on the 
amendment which Mr. WEICKER and 
the chairman have just addressed. If 
we could set aside, after Mr. WEICKER 
finishes his discussion, the pending 
amendment, or set it aside, bring up 
the other amendment, we have a vote 
on it, then if we could set aside that 
amendment temporarily to take up 
other amendments so that we could 
begin stacking them, it would be well. 

Otherwise, we will not make any fur­
ther progress today. 

Mr. NUNN. I would also suggest 
while we are discussing this that we 
get some order of priority tomorrow 
morning. If the Senator from Con­
necticut and the Senator from West 
Virginia would like to go first with this 
matter and the substitute, if we could 
begin that debate first thing in the 
morning and take the substitute and 
debate that, I think that would be a 
good place to begin. If the Senators 
from Connecticut and West Virginia 
would prefer to do it later in the day, I 
would ask my friend from Oregon if 
he would consider bringing up his 
chemical amendment either before 
this as a first amendment in the morn­
ing or following the disposition--

Mr. HATFIELD. Afternoon. 
Mr. NUNN [continuing]. Of the 

Weicker amendment. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I be­

lieve that the Senator from Georgia 
and the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
PRYOR] and I had a little discussion 
yesterday. We agreed to bring ours up 
at 4 o'clock on Thursday. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator is correct. I 
thank him. 

Mr. WEICKER. I have no problem. 
Let me ask the majority leader. I have 
no problem with commencing debate 
on the Weicker NIH amendment at 5 
o'clock with a time limit, out of defer­
ence to my friends who cannot vote 
after 6, of 45 minutes to be equally di­
vided so the rollcall will go off at quar­
ter to 6. Therefore, under the rules, it 
should be terminated by 6 o'clock. 

I have no objection to that taking 
place if it meets with the pleasure of 
the majority leader and the chairman 
and ranking member of the commit­
tee. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. I am very 
supportive of the idea. I would like to 
see us go forward on that premise. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are 
prepared to accommodate these rec­
ommendations. We are waiting for the 
ranking member of the commitee who 
has jurisdiction. It is my hope to con­
tinue working with the majority 
leader and the chairman on the war 
powers. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
time then that was earlier agreed to 
on the amendment by Mr. WEICKER be 
reduced to 45 minutes to be equally di­
vided and controlled in accordance 
with the usual form, with the same 
understanding that there will continue 
to be no second-degree amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to object. That was the 
clarification I wanted to make sure 
was in there-that the unanimous-con­
sent request now being propounded is 
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parallel in every respect to the one 
that is pending at this time. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. It would be. 
Mr. WARNER. I note the presence 

of the distinguished ranking member. 
Mr. HELMS. I want to be certain I 

understand the situation. The majori­
ty leader is not going to offer his sub­
stitute this afternoon? 

Mr. BYRD. That is correct. 
Mr. HELMS. So that will be tomor-

row? 
Mr. BYRD. That will not be today. 
Mr. HELMS. It will be a substitute? 
Mr. BYRD. That is my plan. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin-

guished Senator. 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, what 

is the pending business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection to the unanimous-con­
sent request of the majority leader? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Connecticut is 
recognized in support of his amend­
ment. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I be­
lieve the pending business is the 
Weicker-Hatfield amendment as per­
tains to the War Powers Act. Is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. WEICKER. There are only 
about 5 minutes or so left here before 
the 5 o'clock hour and the introduc­
tion of the other Weicker amendment. 
But I want to use that time to once 
again refresh everyone's memory as to 
what is exactly at issue here. 

What is at issue is not our policy in 
the Persian Gulf. Indeed, I have not 
arrived at a final conclusion as to 
whether I support or I do not support 
our policy in the Persian Gulf. What is 
at issue here is a simple living up to 
the letter of the law as that law is now 
on the books, specifically the War 
Powers Act. 

It is not a question of whether we 
are going to cut or run, or whether we 
are right or wrong in any individual 
action in the Persian Gulf. Indeed, I 
would say that the actions taken yes­
terday which precipitated my amend­
ment were just that; hostile actions 
against the Government of the United 
States. And it is just because they 
were hostile actions against my Gov­
ernment, our Government, that I put 
in the amendment relative to the War 
Powers Act which triggers that act 
when either we are engaged in hostil­
ities or hostilities are imminent. 

So let us make it clear that the Per­
sian Gulf policy is not the issue. The 
War Powers Act is. I understand the 
length of time required to get a substi­
tute to the Weicker amendment. It is 
occasioned by several factors. No. 1, 
there are those that are concerned 
with flexibility. Well, the War Powers 
Act is about as flexible as you can get. 
You go from 60 days of our presence 

in an area to 90 days to an indefinite 
period of time if that is what the Con­
gress wants to vote. So time is not the 
issue. 

What is at issue is that eventually 
sooner or later this body has to take 
upon itself the responsibility of deter­
mining whether our troops should be 
in that situation of hostilities. And 
there is no avoiding that. I would sug­
gest that any sort of a substitute 
amendment is just that-an attempt to 
avoid the simple clarity of the War 
Powers Act and the responsibility 
being placed on the shoulders of the 
U.S. Senators. That is the result to be 
achieved by any substitute pure and 
simple. I just make these concluding 
remarks, and I will save the rest of the 
debate for tomorrow. 

I again do not in any way want to 
foreclose my distinguished colleague 
from Virginia. 

I yield the floor on this matter. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Briefly to reply to 

my distinguished colleague from Con­
necticut, we do have a difference of 
opinion. It seems to me that as the act 
is drawn, both the executive branch 
and the legislative branch have re­
sponsibilities. And each can exercise 
independently at what time they want 
to exercise those responsibilities. 

I say to my good friend from Con­
necticut that the legislative branch 
should take into consideration the 
progress that the President is making 
in the U.N. Security Council, the 
progress he is making in terms of en­
couraging further allied support-and 
he has had a remarkable surge in that 
support in the last 30 days-the 
progress he is making in terms of get­
ting the six gulf states to likewise con­
tribute to this overall effort to contain 
that war, and to work toward peace 
and stability in that region. 

In my judgment, the bipartisan 
group that is addressing this issue is 
looking at the options whereby both 
the executive branch and the legisla­
tive branch can work within the spirit 
of the law and achieve these objectives 
in a timely manner, but in a manner so 
as not to disrupt the actions being 
taken by our President now in the 
international forum. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I now understand we will proceed to 

the amendment. 
Mr. WEICKER. I appreciate there­

marks of my distinguished friend from 
Virginia. I am not concerned about the 
progress the President is making. I am 
concerned about the lack of progress 
the U.S. Senate is making. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the Weicker-Hatfield amend­
ment be set aside in order that we 
might consider another amendment by 
this Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I will not 
object, will the Senator also include in 
that that it be set aside temporarily, 
and that it retain the same conditions 
that have heretofore been attached? 

Mr. WEICKER. The suggestion 
made by the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia would be my re­
quest and so I make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Hearing no objection, 
it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 714 

Purpose: To set aside funds for cooperative 
medical research to be administered by 
the Secretary of Defense and the Director 
of the National Institutes of Health. 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
WEICKER] proposes an amendment num­
bered 714. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read­
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 22, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 229. COOPERATIVE MEDICAL RESEARCH WITH 

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH. 

Of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
section 201 or otherwise available to the De­
fense Agencies for reseach, development, 
test, and evaluation, the Secretary of De­
fense shall transfer $200,000,000 of the 
amount available for fiscal year 1988 and 
$200,000,000 of the amount available for 
fiscal year 1989 to the National Institutes of 
Health for the support of medical research 
conducted in the interest of the health of 
Armed Forces personnel. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer an amendment to transfer 
$200 million from the defense budget 
to the National Institutes of Health 
for support of medical research con­
ducted in the interest of the health of 
armed services personnel. 

For many years now the National In­
stitutes of Health has been doing work 
both independently and in conjunc­
tion with the Department of Defense, 
work of incalculable benefit to the 
armed services. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
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Mr. WEICKER. Is there agreement 

before the Chair that the vote on this 
amendment will take place at 5:45? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is a 45-minute time limit on debate. 
There is no such agreement as to the 
exact time for ordering the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. WEICKER. I yield to the distin­
guished majority leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote 
occur on or in relation to the pending 
amendment at 5:45 p.m. today; that no 
further motions be in order; and that 
no quorum call be in order at that 
time, and no further debate, no fur­
ther action of any kind. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER). Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, for 
many years now, the National Insti­
tutes of Health has been doing work, 
both independently and in conjunc­
tion with the Department of Defense, 
of incalculable benefit to the armed 
services. As we all know, a strong 
Armed Forces depends not just on the 
firepower of its weapons systems, but 
also on the health and fitness of its 
troops. Think back to the Civil War 
when for every man killed in battle, 
three perished from disease. Or World 
War I where over 38,000 American sol­
diers died of typhus, influenza, and 
frostbite before even getting overseas. 

Recognizing the links between na­
tional security and disease prevention, 
Congress broadened the NIH's scope 
of responsibility in the 1930's. From 
being a freestanding Government lab­
oratory carrying out infectious disease 
research with limited resources, the 
NIH was transformed into what would 
become the world's foremost biomedi­
cal research facility, with the virtually 
unlimited mission of ascertaining the 
cause, prevention, and cure of disease. 

The strides that have been made 
since are apparent. Citizen and soldier 
alike no longer have to fear diptheria, 
yellow fever, and typhus among other 
diseases. Which is not to say, there are 
not other challenges to be undertaken. 

Mr. President, my reason for the 
pause was that in the course of pre­
paring the speech, the staff put malar­
ia in here, and that is one disease for 
which we do not have a cure. The Na­
tional Institutes of Health is actively 
engaged in finding a breakthrough. 
The National Institutes of Health and 
the U.S. Government thought we had 
a breakthrough. That is not necessari­
ly the case. 

I cite this wrongful inclusion, which 
I have now corrected, only because 
this is one of the diseases to which our 
armed services personnel are subject 
in service around the world. This is 
one of those matters affecting citizen 
and soldier alike. 

Imagine the advantages to the 
Nation and the world if this Nation 

should find a vaccine for malaria, a 
disease that cripples and kills across 
all sections of the world and certainly 
among our own armed services person­
nel. So they have a definite stake in 
finding this vaccine. 

Today, the NIH is doing pioneering 
work in the fields of AIDS, radiation 
effects, spinal cord injuries, environ­
mental toxins, trauma, burn, physical 
rehabilitation, drug addiction, viral 
hepatitis, influenza, bacterial meningi­
tis, blood substitutes, heart disease, 
and cancer pathology. Work in all of 
these areas clearly impacts on the 
military. In fact, the NIH has collabo­
rated on medical research projects 
with army scientists, and in fiscal year 
1986, even bankrolled Defense Re­
search and Development through 
grants to the tune of $3 million. 

Now, $3 million really is a pittance 
in relation to the potential benefits to 
Armed Forces perso:Gnel, especially in 
some of the diseases which are of deep 
concern to the Nation and the Armed 
Forces alike. A good example is the 
AIDS problem. This is a big problem 
in the military. Yet, with all th,e 
money that the military has, they are 
not making their proportional contri­
bution to seeing the problem over­
come. 

Two hundred million dollars is 
almost nothing when it comes to the 
defense budget. Yet, insofar as the Na­
tional Institutes of Health is con­
cerned, this could provide a great push 
toward conquering not only AIDS but 
malaria and other diseases, the eco­
nomic cost of which is enormous to 
our military services. 

The irony of this is that while the 
budget for defense, spurred on by star 
wars and the 600-ship Navy, has in­
creased dramatically, the President 
has continually attempted to cut fund­
ing for the NIH. While we are getting 
new weapons systems, the laboratories 
and university facilities where the 
medical pioneering is done are in a se­
rious, systemwide decline. 

The last NIH-wide appropriation for 
research facilities was in 1968. Ten 
years later, a survey of cancer re­
search facilities conducted by the Na­
tional Academy of Sciences found that 
more than a third of the Nation's re­
search facilities needed remodeling 
and nearly one-half needed additional 
space. An update of that study re­
leased in 1985 concluded that "since 
that time, the need has grown while 
Federal support has declined." 

In those research facilities and in 
the minds and experiments of NIH sci­
entists lie the answers to the medical 
questions of our times. If we do not 
pay the price now to upgrade facilities, 
and lay out research funds, we are 
going to see staggering bills later on, 
bills of suffering, bills of lost manpow­
er, bills attesting to our failure to 
uphold our vital defenses. 

The point is that while we need bat­
tleships on the seas, and bombers that 
we can send up to the skies, we need 
healthy men and women on the 
ground. Over the years, the Depart­
ment of Defense has benefited greatly 
and directly from the work done by 
the NIH. Instead of the NIH subsidiz­
ing the DOD, I would like to see it the 
other way around: $200 million to the 
NIH is a good investment for the de­
fense of American lives and for the de-

. fense of the lives of our military per­
sonnel. 

Mr. President, I notice that the dis­
tinguished chairman of the Appropria­
tions Committee is on the floor. I 
might add that the chairman happens 
to be one who can take as much credit 
as anybody in this country for build­
ing up the capabilities and strength of 
our armed services. But he will discov­
er shortly, when he chairs the subcom­
mittee markup on the labor, health, 
and human resources bill, that the 
sums allocated to science and medical 
research are pitifully small insofar as 
the total budget is concerned. 

I have to repeat that I have 
searched everywhere to find an 
answer, and finally I hit upon this con­
cept where, in effect, the Department 
of Defense carries its own weight inso­
far as protecting its people is con­
cerned. I am not asking them to do 
any more than that. 

Again, I think the record is replete 
with the danger posed to our military 
personnel just by AIDS, certainly by 
malaria, certainly by the suffering and 
injury caused by burns. 

I would hope that I would have the 
support of my colleagues for this 
amendment which authorizes a new 
program within section 201 of the de­
fense authorization bill. Section 201 
authorizes $8.4 billion for research 
and development in defense agencies 
in fiscal year 1988. Under my amend­
ment the Secretary of Defense will 
transfer $200 million to the National 
Institutes of Health in support of med­
ical research conducted in the interest 
of health for Armed Services person­
nel. It is a 2-year authorization, $200 
million in fiscal year 1988 and $200 
million in fiscal year 1989. The money 
is authorized from within existing 
funds. 

I might add that the type of medical 
research envisioned by this amend­
ment is not specified. Flexibility is re­
tained so that maximum benefit to the 
health of Armed Forces personnel can 
be realized. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I see 

the distinguished chairman of the sub­
committee: Does he seek recognition 
of this matter? If so, I am glad to 
defer my comments. My opening com­
ments are very brief. 

They would simply be, Mr. Presi­
dent, in every room in this Capitol-! 
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say this with respect-there are people 
who are looking for ways to take this 
bill and try and get funding for a 
project. This is a very worthy project 
and I commend my good friend from 
Connecticut, but it seems to me that 
the Senate has got to make a con­
scious decision, are we going to look to 
this bill as a treasury for a variety of 
very worthy projects which are 
second, third or fourth cousins possi­
bly to defense, and I am certain that 
our committee and we are now bring­
ing over the files to the floor. We did 
not have much lead time on this 
amendment being up tonight. But the­
files will reveal that our committee 
takes a look at situations such as this, 
and I cannot state specifically whether 
we addressed this situation, but it does 
consider these situations as we formu­
late our bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, are we under con­

trolled time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time is controlled. 
Mr. WARNER. Would the Senator 

from Virginia control the time in op­
position or would the Senator from 
New Mexico? And I am perfectly will­
ing to let him. I am not asserting, but 
we should establish it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico, if he op­
poses the amendment, has a time allo­
cation. · 

Mr. WARNER. That would be this 
Senator's understanding, and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me speak in opposition to this amend­
ment and first clarify what I under­
stand the amendment to be doing. 

I think this is consistent with what 
the Senator from Connecticut has 
said; that is, that the amendment 
would transfer $200 million in fiscal 
year 1988 and $200 million in fiscal 
year 1989 from the Defense Depart­
ment research development, test and 
evaluation accounts to the National 
Institutes of Health for the support of 
medical research to be conducted in 
the interest of the health of the 
armed forces personnel. 

I would start merely by saying that I 
think that as far as I know this is not 
an amendment that is supported by 
the National Institutes of Health. If I 
am incorrect on that, I would certainly 
want to be corrected. But my informa­
tion is they have said nothing to us 
here in Congress indicating their 
desire to have this $200 million trans­
ferred to them directly. 

I would also point out that at the 
present time there is a great deal of 
research going forward in the National 
Institutes of Health which is funded 
by the Department of Defense for the 
very purposes and the kinds of pur-

poses that this amendment is trying to 
address. 

My information is that in 1988 under 
the present budget that we have 
before us there are $324 million antici­
pated to be used by the Department of 
Defense for research to be done in this 
general area of health and much of 
that contracted through the National 
Institutes of Health. 

In 1989 there are $352 million of re­
search to be done in this general area, 
again to be much of it contracted 
through the National Institutes of 
Health. 

So it is not as though this is a sub­
ject going unaddressed in the present 
bill before the Senate. 

Again, as I say, I am not aware of 
any concrete recommendation or con­
crete proposal that the National Insti­
tutes of Health has come up with to 
explain what they would use this $200 
million for each of the next 2 years on. 
And I think as drafted, the amend­
ment pretty clearly would be money 
that the Department of Defense would 
take from the funds it already antici­
pates using to pursue this health re­
search. 

That funding would go directly to 
the National Institutes of Health and 
essentially take the Department of 
Defense out of the loop as the agency 
that has the foremost say about the 
nature of the research that ought to 
be pursued. 

I do think that the amendment is 
one which is sort of one of a variety of 
amendments that come to the floor 
when we have the defense bill. The de­
fense bill is a very large dollar bill, and 
it is very attractive, of course, to have 
amendments from all different sources 
urging that we take a couple hundred 
million for one purpose, a couple hun­
dred million for another purpose and 
generally whittle down the research 
and development funds that we have 
otherwise allocated to the defense 
area. 

I really do think that in the bill 
before the Senate we have worked 
very hard at trying to shape a bill that 
has an adequate amount of research 
and development funds in it for our 
national security needs, some of them 
for this type of research, a great deal 
of the R&D funding for other types of 
research. 

I would hate to see us making this 
kind of a judgment here on the Senate 
floor to interfere with that, to take 
large amounts, as this amendment 
would, and just transfer them over for 
an unspecified, undescribed program 
in another agency that has not yet re­
quested the funds. 

I think that is an unusual course for 
us to follow and I think it is very hard 
to justify. 

So my understanding is that the De­
partment of Defense is opposed; NIH 
has certainly not expressed any sup­
port of it that I am aware of. I do not 

know anybody in the administration 
who has come forward in support of 
this effort. I really do not know there 
is a specific enough proposal before us 
for us to discuss it too intelligently. 

We have $200 million which is the 
figure for each of the next 2 years. As 
to what it would be used for, what 
type of research it would be used for 
which is otherwise going unattended 
or unaddressed is not clear. 

For those reasons I would oppose 
the amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 

have two questions I would like to pro­
pound to my distinguished colleague 
from New Mexico. 

First, let us understand what we are 
talking about here. We are not talking 
about money to be taken from the de­
fense budget and used for purposes 
outside of the needs of our military. 
To say that would presume that our 
military need no benefits from medical 
research. Clearly, they do. And it is 
time especially with the moneys allo­
cated with the military that they 
carry their fair share. They do not and 
I would like to have the specific fig­
ures regarding the statement that 
some of the $320 million spent for gen­
eral health is subcontracted to the 
NIH. 

The National Institutes of Health is 
our premiere agency in the conquering 
of disease. Nobody in the military and 
nobody in private enterprise has the 
capabilities of the National Institutes 
of Health when it comes to biomedical 
research. 

The Senator from New Mexico is 
well aware that AIDS is a big problem 
and a big worry to the military. The 
reason why the NIH budget is being 
devastated right now is because AIDS 
is taking an enormous chunk out of 
the biomedical research budget that 
the administration repeatedly pro­
poses to cut. 

I would suggest that there is not the 
capacity for biomedical research 
within the military establishment that 
there is within NIH. 

Indeed, if we are going to benefit the 
Nation and the military then all I am 
saying is let the military pay its fair 
share. 

The matter of malaria weighs far 
more heavily upon military personnel 
than it does civilians in the United 
States. And I can go down the whole 
check list of diseases. 

You have the money. At least pay 
your share and do not piggyback on 
this miniscule budget meant to lead 
the breakthroughs in science against 
disease. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico made the statement that 
nobody asked for this money, that 
NIH has not asked for the money, and 
the administration has not asked for 
the money. 
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Believe me, that falls on very, very 

sensitive ears. The administration has 
requested almost nothing for NIH over 
the past several years. It is the Con­
gress of the United States, Republican 
and Democrat, Senate and House, 
that, in effect, has protected that Na­
tional Institutes of Health budget. 

And, obviously, the personnel within 
NIH have not made the request be­
cause they are under the direction of 
the executive branch. 

It is the Congress of the United 
States, both parties, both Houses, that 
has had to dig out the facts and ask 
for the money. So it should not come 
as a surprise to my distinguished 
friend from New Mexico that I am 
here making the request and not the 
administration. They do not even ask 
for adequate funds for the civilians of 
this Nation that would be benefited by 
NIH, never mind asking for more 
funds needed for the military. I am 
here to make the request, as I have 
many other requests. 

How much is involved here? One­
tenth of 1 percent of the budget being 
authorized-one-tenth of 1 percent-to 
assure that the health of our military 
personnel, along with that of the citi­
zens of this country, is adequately pro­
vided for. 

I hope I am wrong, but I repeat: 
With the types of diseases we are con­
fronted with today and their complex­
ity, believe me, we need the help of 
the National Institutes of Health. I 
hope that the military would partici­
pate in paying the cost of that help. It 
does not come free. You have tne big­
gest part of the budget. You have an 
easy ride, and they have a tough ride. 

If you could turn to me and say we 
are not benefiting from anything that 
they do, I would say, fine. But, indeed, 
the benefits flow more, if not much 
more, to the military than other insti­
tutions of this country. That is the 
purpose of the amendment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
could I ask the Senator from Con­
necticut to yield for a couple of ques­
tions? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. WEICKER. I am delighted to 
yield to my good friend. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. First, let me say 
that I certainly favor the National In­
stitutes of Health and I respect the 
work they do. I certainly favor fund­
ing at a reasonable level. But why $200 
million? Why not $500 million? Why 
not $100 million? 

Is there something going unad­
dressed there that requires $200 mil­
lion this next year and $200 million 
the year after that that the National 
Institutes of Health feels is being ne­
glected? 

Mr. WEICKER. To my distinguished 
friend from New Mexico, the answer I 
would give him is, why not $500 mil­
lion? Why not $500 million? They 

could use $500 million. They could use 
$700 million. They are grossly under­
funded, considering the task that lies 
in front of them. 

What I tried to do was to pick a rea­
sonable figure that had some relation­
ship to the benefits to be derived from 
their work. 

I would be perfectly satisfied, if the 
committee leadership, in its wisdom, 
figures something less would be appro­
priate, I am willing to go ahead and 
discuss that. I am not willing to dis­
cuss zero. I am willing to discuss some 
compromise. 

But I think the time has come now 
to hold the military accountable for 
its fair share in the battle against dis­
eases. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Let me ask, on the 
$321 million that the military is spend­
ing on research in the area of health 
in 1988, does the Senator know-1 do 
not know and I am the first to admit 
that, but it is not my amendment that 
is being proposed-but does the Sena­
tor know what portion of that $321 
million in this budget would be expect­
ed to be contracted with the National 
Institutes of Health? 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
have to remind my colleague from 
New Mexico that he made a statement 
of $321 million that would apply to 
the general health, much of which was 
contracted through NIH. Those are 
not my words, those are the Senator's 
words. Obviously he has the figures to 
back it up. I do not know. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. You are not aware 
of that? 

Mr. WEICKER. I certainly do not 
know. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. You are not aware 
of the extent to which the military 
today contracts for research through 
the National Institutes of Health? 

Mr. WEICKER. I am certainly not 
aware of what portion of the $321 mil­
lion is contracted out. The Senator in­
dicated a large portion of it is. I am 
not in a position to dispute that. I 
would doubt a very large portion of it 
is. 

Indeed, I would say it goes around 
the other way, where NIH itself, 
trying to ascertain certain facts, goes 
ahead and funds activities at various 
military installations. 

This whole situation, as I said 
before, is not one of trying to attach 
military funds to affairs that are 
beyond the necessity of the military. I 
have tried to clearly establish a 
common ground of health between the 
military and our national health 
effort. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I certainly agree 
that the military has major concerns 
about health and the health of the 
active duty personnel and dependents 
and all others. I do think that the 
commitment of $321 million in re­
search funding for 1988 and $352 mil­
lion in research funding for 1989 is a 

fairly clear sign that they take that re­
sponsibility seriously. 

I am not clear as to exactly what 
portion of that goes to NIH. 

Mr. WEICKER. I would suspect, in 
responding to the distinguished Sena­
tor from New Mexico, that it cannot 
be very much because the facilities 
coming under that particular research 
budget include Walter Reed; the Naval 
Medical Research Institute in Bethes­
da; the Human Systems Division, 
Aerospace Medical Command, in San 
Antonio; the Armstrong Aerospace 
Medical Research Laboratory in 
Dayton, OH; the Armed Forces Radio­
biology Research Institute in Bethes­
da; and 18 other laboratories world­
wide. 

I do not think there is going to be 
much of that $300 million that goes to 
the National Institutes of Health. 

But, in any event, I do know this: 
For the particular diseases that 
threaten the military today, the great­
est capability for breakthrough exists 
at the National Institutes of Health. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I certain­
ly respect what the Senator from Con­
necticut is attempting to do here be­
cause NIH is enormously important to 
the health of our country, and includ­
ed in the benefits of the work of NIH 
is the Department of Defense. 

Our problem is that it is my under­
standing-! do not have the figures 
now-that DOD sits down each year 
and contracts with NIH on things that 
are of great interest to the DOD that 
they are not able to do with their own 
medical research. The Department of 
Defense does have medical research 
ongoing. I do not know what the num­
bers are, but I am told that there is an 
agreement, for instance, on AIDS re­
search between the Department of De­
fense and NIH. 

Our big problem is that we have an 
account here that is a very broad ac­
count and I am afraid what is going to 
happen is you are going to be taking 
medical research out of DOD and put­
ting it into NIH. I know the Senator's 
amendment does not specifically get 
that detailed, but I think the net 
result is we are going to be taking the 
Department of Defense health re­
search for their own problem,s within 
the military-ways to treat wounds, 
new methods of helping battlefield vic­
tims, all of those things-we are going 
to be taking money out of that and 
putting it into NIH. 

Both are worthy causes. But that is 
what a budget process is all about. 
That is what the administration is 
supposed to do when they put togeth­
er their two budgets, weighing in the 
balance the NIH needs versus the 
DOD needs. And then what we do 
when we vote on the budget resolu­
tion, presumably those things are 
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taken into account when Congress sets 
the level. So if we set a budget resolu­
tion with the defense number at one 
area and then we come in and basical­
ly start shifting funds from one area 
to the other, we are obviating what we 
have done ourselves earlier. 

The other big problem we face, 
being frank with our colleagues, is we 
are going to have one amendment 
after another to transfer Department 
of Defense funds to other agencies. 
This is not the first one. I would sug­
gest that if this one passes we will 
probably have numerous amendments 
to do that. Everybody wants to grab 
for funding that they deem to be avail­
able. 

We simply do not have the margin in 
the Department of Defense budget 
now to undertake these kinds of trans­
fers and still carry out the needs of 
the national security of our country. 

So I certainly respect the Senator 
from Connecticut's arguments, and I 
also have a tremendous respect for his 
leadership in the field of health. He 
has been an outstanding leader for a 
long time. I know he is keenly aware 
of the health needs and challenges of 
this country. But I would urge that 
this amendment be rejected. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
would respond to both of my friends 
from New Mexico and Georgia by 
citing a specific example as best as I 
can ascertain from your budget. On 
AIDS research, I see where in 1986 the 
actual dollars spent was about $33 mil­
lion. A later estimate, as best again I 
can determine from your own docu­
ment, is about $21 of $22 million spent 
on AIDS research. 

This is a subject that we share in 
common between the military and the 
civilian. The fiscal year 1988 budget 
had the administration advocating 
about a $100 million increase in AIDS 
research while cutting the basic re­
search budget of NIH $600 million. 

Anybody who knows their science 
knows that we are as far along as we 
are against AIDS because of basic re­
search. To go ahead and say you are 
increasing AIDS research while you 
cut basic research, in effect, results in 
a $500 millirm reduction in research 
activities on AIDS. 

The amount that the military is con­
tributing here is peanuts. If these fig­
ures are true, it is around $20 million. 
I think we would also agree that this is 
one of the problems that has confront­
ed the military. Indeed, some of the 
best facts we have relative to the 
AIDS virus and epidemic early on 
came from the military. It did good 
testing and reporting work in that 
area. 

The fact is we are not yet stopping 
the disease. 

I would again only suggest to the 
managers of the bill that I understand 
what they are afraid of. I am not 
trying to take funds from SDI to go 

ahead and put into NIH. I am just 
trying to go ahead and focus your own 
R&D money where it will do the most 
good, saying you ought to pick up your 
fair share of the medical tab with your 
medical funds. 

That is the only thing that I have 
done here. 

Let me also make the comment that 
I happen to know both the distin­
guished Senator from Georgia and the 
distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico are both very sensitive to the 
health needs of the Nation. It is their 
duty, certainly, to keep things as best 
as possible as they are within their au­
thorization bill. But having been alert­
ed to this problem, I would suggest 
that the matter has been so improved 
to the point where movement is neces­
sary. I would hope that the military 
would assist not just in the battle 
against foreign enemies but in the 
battle against diseases when its own 
personnel are very much subject to 
the exigencies of diseases, as indeed 
we all are. I would hope the amend­
ment would be adopted. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from New Mexico yield 1 
minute? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I did not know I 
controlled the time. I yield. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from Virginia desire to be 
heard, or other Senators desire to be 
heard, on this amendment? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia spoke in opposi­
tion to this amendment earlier and de­
sires no further time. I commend the 
chairman of the subcommittee having 
jurisdiction over this. I believe he 
stated the case very clearly on behalf 
of the committee. 

Mr. NUNN. I will ask my friend from 
Connecticut whether he desires to 
yield back his time so we can have a 
rollcall vote. I assume the Senator 
wants the yeas and nays. 

Mr. WEICKER. I believe the yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
informed that there is at least one 
Senator coming to the floor on this 
issue, the distinguished Senator from 
Alaska, the ranking member of the 
Appropriations Committee, Subcom­
mittee on Defense. I wonder if we can 
put in a quorum call. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NUNN. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
yield such time as the Senator from 
Alaska desires. 

We have by unanimous consent a 
rollcall vote to occur at quarter of 6, so 
we must be concluded by 6 o'clock. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
thank my good friend. I rise to speak 
against this amendment which, as I 
understand it, would take $200 million 
from the Department of Defense and 
transfer it to the National Institutes 
of Health. This transfer of funds 
would negatively impact the Depart­
ment of Defense and its involvement 
in AIDS research. 

I want to point out that it is now 4 
years since we started the Army in ex­
tensive research on AIDS. They have 
an excellent track record in vaccine 
development; hepatitis A, malaria, 
dengue fever, the adenoviruses and 
shigella. The Army has been involved 
in so many other things and has done 
an excellent job. 

It was our consideration that there 
is a unique population in the active de­
fense force that has a significantly 
high risk in terms of AIDS. This is a 
sexually transmitted disease. The mili­
tary exposure for sexually transmitted 
diseases is some 5 times higher than in 
the same civilian age group. The risk 
of overall AIDS infection is signifi­
cantly higher in defense because de­
fense personnel are sent throughout 
the world at the command of the mili­
tary. This is not a decision made vol­
untarily. They are people who are sent 
into high-risk areas throughout the 
world. I personally felt the Depart­
ment of Defense should do its utmost 
to see if it was possible to explore 
some of the avenues that might pro­
vide additional protection to these 
people who have a higher risk. That 
higher risk can be met by temporary 
prevention of transmission by vaccines 
and also by treatment of those who 
are already currently infected. 

I would point out that there is an 
immediate active duty problem. We al­
ready know of at least 4,000 infected 
persons who are currently on active 
duty in the Department of Defense. I 
might also point out that it is in fact 
the Department of Defense statistics 
from its testing program for those who 
attempt to volunteer for enlistment in 
the Armed Forces that has given the 
United States, if not the world, the 
best information so far on the extent 
and nature of this disease and its rapid 
transmission. These statistics have led 
us to the conclusion that we are not 
just dealing with a problem, we are 
dealing with a plague. 

Those who are concerned about the 
National Institutes of Health should 
realize that without the money that is 
available to the Department of De­
fense we would not have the basis to 
attack this disease on the broad front 
that we do. I hope that the Senate will 
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reject this amendment. In the first 
place it exceeds the amount that 
should be taken from the Department 
of Defense even if there was a sincere 
possibility that we would give it up. 
But those of us who are concerned 
about the Department of Defense and 
AIDS should resist absolutely an 
amendment that would take away any 
of this money. 

Mr. President, knowing the time 
constraints, I yield in the interest of 
fairness to my friend from Connecti­
cut. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Alaska 
makes all the arguments that I could 
ask for on behalf of this amendment. 
What I am asking is not that the 
money be taken from defense but that 
defense pay its fair share of the bill. 

Very frankly, the vaccine develop­
ment and the principal research effort 
is not going on in the military. The 
Senator is absolutely correct, they 
have done a grand job of gathering 
statistics, but as far as finding the vac­
cine or chemotherapy to halt AIDS, 
that sits over in NIH. 

The Senator dramatizes the fact 
that there is 5 times the rate of AIDS 
within the military, which makes the 
exact argument I am trying to make: 
Who is going to pay the bill to go 
ahead and do something about it? 

Again, this is money to go over to 
NIH for the benefit of our Armed 
Forces personnel. It gives it to those 
who are best equipped to do the job, 
which does not in any way denegrate 
the research efforts going on within 
the military. But I would suspect that 
a little help from our friends in the 
military would go a long way in short­
ening the time to which we will find a 
cure, certainly go a long way toward 
finding the chemotherapy which can 
halt the transmission or progression of 
the AIDS virus. 

I yield the floor and I am perfectly 
willing to yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time for the opposition has expired. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 
seconds remain for the manager. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment of the Sena­
tor from Connecticut. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 

GoRE] and the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham­
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 64, 
nays 34, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 263 Leg.] 
YEAS-64 

Armstrong Graham Nickles 
Baucus Gramm Nunn 
Bentsen Grassley Packwood 
Bingaman Hatch Pressler 
Bond Hecht Pryor 
Boren Heflin Quayle 
Boschwitz Helms Rockefeller 
Bradley Hollings Roth 
Breaux Humphrey Rudman 
Chiles Johnston Sasser 
Cochran Karnes Shelby 
Cohen Kassebaum Simpson 
Danforth Kasten Stevens 
DeConcini Kerry Symms 
Dixon Levin Thurmond 
Dole Lugar Trible 
Domenici McCain Wallop 
Evans McClure Warner 
Ex on McConnell Wilson 
Ford Melcher Wirth 
Garn Moynihan 
Glenn Murkowski 

NAYS-34 
Adams Fowler Pell 
Bid en Harkin Proxmire 
Bumpers Hatfield Reid 
Burdick Heinz Riegle 
Byrd Inouye Sanford 
Chafee Kennedy Sarbanes 
Conrad Lauten berg Specter 
Cranston Leahy Stafford 
D'Amato Matsunaga Stennis 
Daschle Metzenbaum Weicker 
Dodd Mikulski 
Duren berger Mitchell 

NOT VOTING-2 
Gore Simon 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 714 was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the Weicker 
amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as indi­
cated heretofore, there will be no fur­
ther rollcall votes today. The Senate 
will come in early tomorrow. 

I ask the distinguished manager of 
the DOD bill what time he feels we 
can get started in the morning. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I believe 
we can start at 8:30 tomorrow morn­
ing. I know that we do not have any 
rollcall, but I do have an inquiry out 
to the Senator from North Carolina 
because the Senator from Connecticut 
is willing to bring up an amendment 
on Panama at 8:30 tomorrow morning. 
There is no time agreement, but I 
would hate to start today with an 
amendment that was going to involve 
protracted debate. 

From the manager's point of view, I 
am trying to get someone who is alive 
and well and awake at 8:30 in the 
morning to start on this bill. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, he may not find 
anyone like that. 

Mr. NUNN. I found one, and I have 
not found anyone else volunteering. 

Mr. HELMS. Is the Senator asking 
unanimous consent? 

Mr. NUNN. We are not proposing 
unanimous consent. We are asking, as 
a matter of courtesy, the Senator from 
North Carolina, whether he would 
have any real problem with getting 
the Dodd amendment up in the morn­
ing and having debate. No one's rights 
would be waived, but I would not want 
to start a debate that would take a 
long time. 

There is an amendment that will 
come up later in the day by the Sena­
tor from Connecticut and a substitute 
by the Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on to­
morrow, it is a set of circumstances. Is 
there any way that there can be an 
agreement that the Dodd amendment 
could be revisited later in the day for 
further discussion? I happen to have 
two meetings downtown in the morn­
ing back to back. But I would like to 
discuss it with the Senator. 

Mr. NUNN. Under those circum­
stances. 

Mr. WARNER. If I might acquaint 
the manager, there is another amend­
ment that would be available tomor­
row. I wonder if I might invite the 
Senator from Arizona to join in this 
colloquy. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
suggest particularly in light of the fact 
that we seem to have another amend­
ment, in deference to the Senator 
from North Carolina that we contact 
the Senator from Connecticut and 
inform him it is preferable to bring up 
his amendment later in the day and 
perhaps have the Senator from Arizo­
na begin in the morning at 8:30 and 
bring the amendment up. 

Mr. HELMS. I would appreciate 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BINGAMAN). The Senator from Georgia 
has the floor. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. May I pose a ques­
tion to the leadership? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. Is the hour of 8:30 

established for this bill or will this bill 
come sequentially after other matters 
the leadership may have in the morn­
ing? 

Mr. BYRD. No. It would be our plan 
to begin with this bill tomorrow morn­
ing. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
thank the majority leader. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Georgia will yield, it is 
my understanding we will start at 8:30 
with the amendment. 
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Mr. NUNN. I would ask my leader 

from West Virginia if that would suit 
him to begin at 8:30 with this amend­
ment? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, it would if the dis­
tinguished Republican leader is agree­
able if we could begin at, say-at 8:30 
or if we could come in at 8:20, just 
have the two leaders' 5 minutes each 
and go immediately to the DOD bill so 
that the distinguished Senator could 
call up his amendment at 8:30. 

Mr. DOLE. All right. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, that will 

be the understanding, and I will enter 
an order later to that effect. 

Mr. NUNN. Then I would hope to 
follow that with Senator DoDD, and 
Senator HELMS, from North Carolina, 
can have a conversation this evening 
and perhaps have the Dodd amend­
ment shortly thereafter and have 
some Dixon amendments and then by 
that time we could perhaps get to the 
substitute and then we do have 
amendments from 2 to 6 o'clock which 
are on major amendments where we 
will have the debates and stack the 
votes. So we are looking for other busi­
ness tomorrow and would like to take 
as many amendments as we can. 

A VIEW OF SDI 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, yester­

day the Senate, on a tie vote broken 
by the Vice President, failed to adopt 
Senator JoHNSTON's amendment de­
signed to limit SDI funding. I voted 
for the Johnston amendment, even 
though I believe it provided more 
funds than we should have for SDI, 
because it was the best opportunity we 
will have this year to express our op­
position to the SDI Program. 

During the debate on that amend­
ment, many Members spoke about the 
specific funding levels and the specific 
problems associated with space-based 
kinetic-kill vehicles. In these remarks, 
I want to take a slightly broader view 
and talk about the basic justification 
for the SDI Program itself. Let me 
outline a few of my main concerns 
about this initiative. 

First, even if the mechanical and 
technical elements of an SDI system 
could be made to work, SDI itself will 
not work to protect the United States 
from the effect of a nuclear attack. No 
one has, or can, argue that SDI could 
create a total shield-everyone con­
cedes that the SDI system would allow 
some level of ICBM nuclear warheads 
to leak through its defenses. What we 
have to realize is that when nuclear 
warheads explode, our future as a 
nation, a people and world explodes as 
well. I do not believe in the concept of 
a limited nuclear war. I do not accept 
the notion that the United States 
would accept as "limited" a strike 
which caused the death of 10 million 
or so American citizens and the de­
struction of major cities and com-

mand, control and communication sys­
tems. A new study conducted by MIT 
clearly demonstrates the impact that 
even a few warheads would have. In 
the aftermath of what would be an un­
limited disaster, there is no limited re­
sponse possible. 

Second, even if the mechanical and 
technical elements of an SDI system 
could be made to work, even if it could 
be made "leak proof," it would protect 
us only from ICBM's. SDI was never 
designed to deal with a threat generat­
ed by the other elements of the Soviet 
nuclear forces: the bombers, the 
SLBM's, the cruise missiles. And SDI 
certainly does not protect us from an 
equally likely threat: nuclear terror­
ism or an isolated strike from one of 
the other nations which has developed 
a nuclear capability. Even if SDI 
worked more effectively than anyone 
believes it can, it simply does not give 
us protection from the full range of 
threats we face. 

Third, just as SDI can be defeated 
by non-ICBM forces, it can also be 
overcome by an increase in the Soviet 
ICBM force. After all, SDI simply re­
sponds to the threat generated by the 
current level of Soviet ICBM's. But 
since the President has decided to nul­
lify the SALT II Treaty sublimits, all 
the Soviets need to do is build more 
ICBM's and flood the system. The SDI 
we are creating now simply does not 
offer us a system which will work in 
the face of an increase in the Soviet 
threat. We will spend billions of dol­
lars on research and that research will 
build a system which can be overcome 
by Soviet spending in the millions. It 
simply does not make sense of eco­
nomic or military grounds. We used to 
require SDI to be "cost effective at the 
margins," but that requirement ap­
pears to have been abandoned-and 
with it, we have abandoned any hope 
that SDI could be a viable system. It is 
a system which the Soviets can beat­
and they can beat it for less than it 
cost us to build it. And the way they 
will beat it is to build more nuclear 
weapons. 

Fourth, this program will not work 
today and it may never work. Senator 
PRoxMIRE has certainly documented 
the problems associated with this pro­
gram: the technical problems of pro­
gramming, the mechanical problems 
of targeting, the operational problems 
of early detection and discrimination 
between real and false targets. Per­
haps, despite these and a host of other 
theoretical problems that have been 
identified, it is worth continuing re­
search on the program to try to re­
solve these scientific problems. But we 
surely do not need to increase spend­
ing by 25 percent for this progam 
given the mechanical and theoretical 
problems it faces. 

Fifth, the administration's request 
for $5.9 billion was driven by the belief 
that early deployment of SDI was de-

sirable and possible. It is, in fact, nei­
ther. The Senate has clearly expressed 
its reservations about an interpreta­
tion of the ABM Treaty which would 
allow for early deployment. And the 
insistence on early deployment threat­
ens the sort of agreement which might 
make an SDI system sensible-some 
overall limitation on strategic nuclear 
forces. 

Sixth, neither the administration's 
request nor the committee's recom­
mendation make sense if you view SDI 
spending in the context of our eco­
nomic or military needs. The plain 
truth is that we cannot afford this 
level of spending on one strategic pro­
gram. And if the administration had 
its way, SDI research would consume a 
full 23 percent of DOD's research and 
development budget by 1992. Now, Mr. 
President, given the fact that we don't 
have minesweepers to send to the Per­
sian Gulf, given the needs we have to 
increase R&D on conventional capa­
bilities-particularly in anti-tank ac­
tivities-this emphasis on SDI simply 
makes no sense. 

Those are some of the reasons for 
opposing SDI. But there is another 
more basic reason as well. SDI is overt­
ly designed to protect America from 
enemy missiles. But I fear that its 
covert goal is to protect American 
people from the reality of nuclear war. 
If the administration could convince 
the American people that nuclear 
weapons are really safe, that they 
cannot harm us, then they will have 
made nuclear war more possible. The 
essence of deterrence for over 30 years 
now has been the reality that nuclear 
war is MAD-that it will produce mu­
tually assured destruction. It is the re­
ality of that terror which has created 
what small level of stability we have 
achieved. If we accept the notion that 
somehow we can launch missiles and 
not feel their effect, if we come to be­
lieve that nuclear weapons are some­
how toothless tigers, then we will in­
evitably come to the conclusion of the 
world as we know it. You see, the plain 
truth is these weapons will-not 
matter what defensive measures we 
take-destroy us if we use them. If we 
keep that reality in mind, then there 
is every reason for the United States 
and the Soviet Union to reduce their 
nuclear forces; if we embrace the 
belief that we can be safe from the 
effect of nuclear weapons, then we will 
increase our dependence on and de­
ployment of such weapo:ils. And we 
will increase the probability of our 
own destruction. 

So, Mr. President, I reject the phi­
losophy underlying SDI; I disagree 
with those who assert that SDI is 
workable; and I particularly dissent 
from the conclusion that SDI, even if 
it worked, represents a defense against 
the totality of the Soviet nuclear 
threat. This amendment is a realistic 
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response to the fiscal reality we face, 
it is an intelligent response to strategic 
reality we confront, and it is a modest 
move toward a more balanced set of 
defense priorities. I fully support it. 

ALF LANDON'S BIRTHDAY 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, Septem­

ber 9 was the lOOth birthday of one of 
Kansas' best-known and most-beloved 
citizens, Alf Landon. I was honored to 
attend a very special birthday party 
for him in Topeka, which featured a 
visit by President and Mrs. Reagan. 

My hometown newspaper, the Rus­
sell Record, ran a wonderful editorial 
about our former Governor that high­
lights some of the most important as­
pects of his character and career. The 
editor, Russ Townsley, is to be con­
gratulated for his fine piece of writing; 
and I urge my colleagues to read it. 

"Landon was admired for his dogged 
independence and his thoroughness. 
He emphasized common honesty, 
character, and devotion to principle, 
and he wore no faction's collar," the 
editorial notes. Words all of us could 
aspire to. 

Mr. President, I would like to in­
clude the full text of the editorial in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito­
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
REORD, as follows: 

[From the Russell Record, Sept. 10, 19871 
ALFRED M. LANDON 

The "Soul of Kansas" was honored 
Sunday by President Ronald Reagan and 
his wife, Nancy, when they came to Topeka 
to honor the state's No. 1 citizen, Alfred 
Mossman Landon. The former governor, 
born in Pennsylvania in 1887, while Grover 
Cleveland was president, was 100 Wednes­
day. 

Due to Landon's infirmities-failing eye­
sight-failing hearing-and the overall frail­
ties that come to a person his age-the 
party was brief an so were the speeches. 

The two men sat together and chatted on 
the front porch of Landon's mansion on the 
west side of ~opeka-one man aging, the 
other aged, Reagan the landslide winner 
with only two governmental units-Minne­
sota and the District of Columbia-denying · 
him their vote for re-election in the last 
presidential contest, the honoree, known 
then as "The Kansas Coolidge" and "The 
Kansas Tornado," the victim of a Roosevelt­
inspired landslide steamroller more than 50 
years ago that denied him all the states 
except two-Maine and Vermont. 

Although both are now Republicans­
Reagan through 1948 was a registered Dem­
ocrat-the two men differ in their political 
philosophies. Reagan is now the arch far 
right conservative, even though his adminis­
tration has piled up more debt than all 
other administrations combined, and 
Landon, in 1912, bolted his party to support 
Theodore Roosevelt and his progressive 
Bull Moose Party. 

Landon, in my view, has always held close 
to a centrist position, not being as far to the 
left as Franklin Delano Roosevelt, but 
slightly farther to the left than Herbert 
Clark Hoover had been. Although the 
Grand Old Man of the Grand Old Party for 
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more than 50 years, Landon was never as far 
right as the COP. He was closer in his 
thinking to the Fair Deal views of his Mis­
souri friend, Harry S. Truman, and to those 
of fellow Kansan Dwight D. Eisenhower. 

Landon, a University of Kansas Law 
School graduate and an Independence 
oilman, first gained national attention in 
1932 when he defeated both Dr. John R. 
Brinkley of Milford and Harry H. Woodring 
of Neodesha, the incumbent Democrat gov­
ernor, to become the only Republican gover­
nor west of the Mississippi to win election, 
despite Roosevelt's smashing defeat of 
President Hoover. And in 1934 he was the 
only Republican governor in the nation to 
be returned to office. 

Landon also had attracted attention by 
decisive leadership during his first term. 
The nation was suffering from the Great 
Depression, and Kansas, plagued by crop 
failures and low commodity prices, was 
baked by drought and losing its topsoil as 
part of the great Dust Bowl. Bread lines 
were common, as one-quarter of the nation's 
workers could not find jobs, businesses were 
failing, and banks were closing. 

Among other things, Landon earned the 
sobriquet of the "Old Budget Balancer" by 
imposing a 25 percent across-the-board 
spending cut that got rid of the state's 
budget deficit, and his pay-as-you-go cash 
basis law put the state back on a sound fi. 
nancial basis. He sent close party friends­
including state officeholders-to the peni­
tentiary in the Finney Bond Scandal of 
1933, and he called out the state militia to 
maintain law and order when lead and zinc 
miners in southeast Kansas went out on 
strike in 1935. 

Landon was admired for his dogged inde­
pendence and his thoroughness. He empha­
sized common honesty, character, and devo­
tion to principle, and he wore no faction's 
collar. 

He was picked to become the Republican 
standard bearer for president on the first 
ballot at the national convention in Cleve­
land, Ohio, in the summer of 1936. 

But the presidency for him was not to be, 
as the nation swung heavily to Roosevelt's 
column for re-election and a continuation of 
his New Deal spending programs. 

In 1981 I got a chuckle out of Landon's re­
sponse to a question I put to him. We were 
publishing the 126-page Prairiesta historical 
special edition, and I was handling the copy 
for it. Since we had told the story of Russell 
and Russell County and all its communities 
several times before, I decided to take a 
state-wide approach and make the edition 
one of Kansas history. 

I wanted to do a story about Landon, so I 
called him at his home. He was friendly and 
cooperative. 

During our conversation, I said to him, 
"Alf, I want to know ... did you think you 
had a chance to beat Roosevelt in 1936?" He 
responded, "Hell no!" 

And I would like to make a point for histo­
ry that seems to have been completely over­
looked by the media. 

Landon, due to his high principles and his 
opposition to a third term for Roosevelt in 
1940, may have lost a cabinet appointment. 

Thei·e is no way to know for sure if 
Landon would have accepted an appoint­
ment from Roosevelt, because Roosevelt 
never made an offer to him, but I am of the 
opinion the offer might have been made, 
and might have been accepted, had not 
Landon opposed Roosevelt's ambitions. 

Roosevelt, facing up to the problems of an 
approaching war, had decided to bring two 

Republicans into his cabinet to help biparti­
san support for his proirams. 

Frank S. Knox, publisher of The Chicago 
Daily News, who had been Landon's vice­
presidential running mate in 1936, was 
named Secretary of the Navy. Knox had not 
opposed a third term for Roosevelt. 

Knox contacted Landon and told him that 
he would not oppose a third term try by the 
president, but Landon advised Knox that, as 
the titular head of the opposition party, he 
had to oppose the proposition. 

Nevertheless, Landon was considered for 
an appointment. He made a trip to Wash­
ington, D.C., to meet with the president, but 
no offer was received. No one who opposed 
Roosevelt was ever rewarded. Roosevelt, 
however, may not have made an appoint­
ment offer, even though overtures to 
Landon had been extended, because he 
knew Landon could not accept a cabinet 
post. 

During that 1981 interview, I asked 
Landon, "What post was discussed?" He re­
plied that he couldn't remember, but he 
thought it was defense. <The Defense De­
partment was not created until after World 
War ID. It probably was the position of Sec­
retary of War because later Harry H. 
Woodring, a Democrat, was dismissed as 
Secretary of War and Henry L. Stimson, a 
Republican who had been Secretary of War 
before in William Howard Taft's administra­
tion and Secretary of State for· Hoover, was 
appointed. 

Landon, instead, stayed in Topeka, man­
aged his oil and radio broadcasting interests, 
and for the past 50 years has continued to 
be Mr. Republican throughout the nation, 
and the love and respect he has earned have 
been his lasting consolation. 

On Alf Landon's birthday there were no 
Republicans nor Democrats, just Americans 
of every political persuasion, who joined in 
wishing the beloved elder statesman from 
the prairies of the Midwest a happy birth­
day and many more.-A.D.E. 

BIRTHDAY GREETINGS TO MR. 
WALKER CISLER 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senator LEVIN and myself I 
would like to call the attention of the 
Senate to a special occasion in the life 
of a remarkable person from Michi­
gan. 

We would like to extend our warm 
birthday wishes and hearty congratu­
lations to Mr. Walker L. Cisler, former 
chairman of the board and chief exec­
utive officer of the Detroit Edison Co. 
Mr. Cisler, whose 90th birthday is 
being celebrated on October 8, has de­
voted most of his life to serving the 
energy and power needs of this coun­
try and abroad. 

During World War II, as Chief of 
the Public Utilities Section, Supreme 
Headquarters Allied Expeditionary 
Forces, European Theater of Oper­
ations, Mr. Cisler arrived in Paris the 
same day as General Charles De­
Gaulle after the invasion at Norman­
dy. He restored the city's electric and 
gas service in 2 weeks, them proceeded 
to work on the French Power System. 
By 1945, it was generating more elec­
tricity than it had before the war. 
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Mr. Cisler came to Michigan after 

World War II to begin his career with 
Detroit Edison. By 1951, he was com­
pany president, later serving as chief 
executive officer from 1964-71, and as 
chairman of the board from 1964 until 
his retirement in 1975. During this 
time, Mr. Cisler also spent countless 
hours serving both the Detroit com­
munity and the rest of the State. As 
one of the founders of Operation 
Action-Upper Peninsula, which is 
dedicated to the balanced development 
of the Upper Peninsula, Mr. Cisler was 
the instigator of a total State energy 
analysis, implemented in the 1960's. 

To commemorate his efforts, several 
Michigan colleges and universities 
have honored his work at their respec­
tive institutions. In 1969, the Universi­
ty of Detroit established the Walker 
Lee Cisler Chair of Political Science 
and Public Affairs. During the same 
year, the Walker and Gertrude Cisler 
Library Foundation was created at 
Wayne State University. In addition to 
these acknowledgements, Mr. Cisler is 
the holder of 17 honorary degrees. 

As the Senators from the State of 
Michigan, we are proud to recognize 
today the accomplishments of Mr. 
Walker L. Cisler on behalf of our 
State. We wish to applaud his many 
services to our citizens and congratu­
late him on his 90th birthday. 

THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF DR. 
LORIN E. KERR 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I rise to pay tribute to Dr. Lorin E. 
Kerr, director emeritus of occupation­
al health for the United Mine Workers 
of America. Dr. Kerr retired as direc­
tor of Occupational Health for the 
Mine Workers in February 1986, after 
serving in that capacity since the posi­
tion was established in 1969. 

Dr. Kerr, who I am proud to say is 
an Ohio native, has been a leader in 
occupational health and safety for 
almost 50 years. Perhaps most notable 
among Dr. Kerr's many achievements 
is his successful effort in bringing the 
problem of black lung disease into 
public view. Dr. Kerr was a driving 
force behind the passage and imple­
mentation of the Federal Coal Mine 
Health and Safety Act of 1969, our Na­
tion's first attempt to mandate com­
pensation for-and elimination of an oc­
cupational disease in a major industry. 

That our mines are now cleaner and 
safer and that we have regulations and 
procedures to correct unsafe or un­
healthy practices is due in large part 
to Dr. Kerr's commitment to this goal. 
That over 350,000 mine workers and 
their families are receiving compensa­
tion for the injuries and hardships 
that they have suffered from black 
lung disease is largely due to Dr. 
Kerr's drawing public attention to this 
devastating-and preventable-disease. 
The hundreds of thousands of mine 

workers who will be spared this dis­
abling disease owe their health in part 
to Dr. Kerr, who proved to this coun­
try that the misery of black lung dis­
ease could be avoided through making 
our mines cleaner. 

During his career as an occupational 
safety and health specialist, Dr. Kerr 
compiled an impressive list of achieve­
ments. In addition to this distin­
guished service with the United Mine 
\Vorkers of America, he served as 
President of the American Public 
Health Association and received their 
prestigious Sedgwick Memorial Medal 
as well as their Presidential Citation. 
He received an outstanding service 
award from the District of Columbia 
Public Health Association, which he 
founded in 1960. He also founded the 
American Labor Health Association, 
the Group Health Association of 
America, and the National Institute 
for Rehabilitation and Labor Health 
Services. He was named an Honorary 
Fellow of the Royal Society of Health 
in 1974. He also has written extensive­
ly on the need for occupational health 
initiatives. 

I salute Dr. Kerr for his remarkable 
achievements and thank him for the 
invaluable contribution he has made 
in the field of occupational health and 
safety. His work serves as an inspira­
tion to us all as we seek to guarantee a 
safe and healthy workplace for this 
nation's workers. I wish him health 
and happiness in his retirement. 

RECOMMENDATION BY DOT AD­
MINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE IN 
THE PROPOSED MERGER OF 
USAIR AND PIEDMONT 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 

on Monday, a decision by the Depart­
ment of Transportation's Office of 
Hearings was handed down in the pro­
posed merger of USAir and Piedmont 
Aviation. The administrative law 
judge's decision in this matter is one I 
find absolutely incredible. 

The proposed merger was disap­
proved on the grounds that it would 
substantially reduce competition in 
relevant markets, and would be con­
trary to the public interest. If this de­
cision if upheld, competition in the 
airline industry will not be strength­
ened, to the contrary it will be sub­
stantially reduced, on a national basis. 

Through its past record of granting 
almost carte blanche approval to air 
carrier mergers and acquisitions, DOT 
has created a climate where regional 
carriers, like Piedmont and USAir, 
have been forced to negotiate merger 
agreements for defensive purposes. 
USAir and Piedmont are both high 
profile targets for hostile takeovers. 
Both are efficiently operated, profita­
ble enterprises. Both have significant 
assets including well-developed mar­
kets, extensive plant and equipment, 
and reputations for good customer 

service. In all likelihood, however, nei­
ther has the size necessary to ward off 
even a moderately financed corporate 
raider. 

The post-deregulation policy of DOT 
in airline merger proceedings has 
clearly been one of almost generic ap­
proval. Even mergers of dubious merit, 
such as TWA-Ozark, Northwest-Re­
public, and the entire litany of Texas 
Air acquisitions, were granted, not­
withstanding serious operational and 
anticompetitive considerations. As a 
result of past DOT policy, the nature 
of competition in the airline industry 
has drastically changed, and only 
large, national "mega-carriers" are 
likely to survive. 

For DOT to now do an about-face 
and disapprove the -usAir-Piedmont 
acquisition because it "would substan­
tially reduce competition • • • and 
• • • be contrary to the public inter­
est," is incredible. 

Piedmont and USAir did not create 
the environment in which they now 
must compete. In fact, they both re­
sisted all merger overtures until it 
became obvious that such action had 
become a prerequisite to continued 
profitability, if not continued exist­
ence. As you may recall, before Pied­
mont and USAir could formalize an 
agreement to merge, TWA made a 
strike against USAir and attempted to 
gain a controlling interest in the com­
pany. It was, in many respects, Carl 
Icahn who forced the USAir-Piedmont 
issue. 

If the Department is truly concerned 
over anticompetitiveness, it had better 
rethink its position with respect to 
this merger. Piedmont and USAir both 
face continued intrusion on their ex­
isting routes by larger, better financed 
carriers in search of expanded oper­
ations. By using deep-discount fares 
and other marketing tactics associated 
with past expansion efforts, such car­
riers can effectively displace Piedmont 
and USAir from routes they now 
serve, creating truly anticompetitive 
markets. 

The Department of Justice reviewed 
the USAir-Piedmont case and stated 
flatly that, "it could not establish that 
the merger would eliminate substan­
tial competition." That is also the con­
clusion of most aviation industry ana­
lysts. I hope that when this matter is 
reviewed, that will also be the conclu­
sion of wiser heads at DOT. 

BICENTENNIAL MINUTE-SEP-
TEMBER 23, 1950: McCARRAN 
ACT BECOMES LAW 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, 37 years 

ago today, on September 23, 1950, the 
Senate, by a vote of 57 to 10, overrode 
President Harry Truman's veto of the 
Internal Security Act. This act was 
more popularly known as the McCar­
ran Act after Nevada Senator Pat 
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McCarran, chairman of the Senate In­
ternal Security Subcommittee. On the 
previous day, the House had overrid­
den the President's veto by a similarly 
large margin, so the McCarran Act 
became law. 

Stimulated by the outbreak of the 
Korean war and rising fears of inter­
nal subversion, this highly controver­
sial measure was an outgrowth of an 
earlier Communist registration bill 
that Congressmen Karl Mundt and 
Richard Nixon had introduced in 1948. 
Employing exposure as a weapon 
against the threat of the Communist 
infiltration, the act provided for regis­
tration of Communist and Communist­
front organizations, and for detention 
during national emergencies of per­
sons likely to commit espionage or sab­
otage. The McCarran Act also prohib­
ited employment of Communists in na­
tional defense work, denied them pass­
ports and refused entry into the 
United States of anyone who had ever 
been a member of a totalitarian orga­
nization. 

Senator McCarran and other sup­
porters of the act argued that it ad­
dressed the peculiar nature of the 
Communist threat in the United 
States. McCarran dismissed arguments 
that the act might be unconstitution­
al, pointing out that it neither out­
lawed the Communist Party nor made 
communism a crime. Nevertheless, in 
later years the Supreme Court sub­
stantially dismantled the McCarran 
Act, declaring unconstitutional its pro­
visions for registration of Communists 
and for denial of passports. In 1971 
Congress also repealed the McCarran 
Act's internment authority, which in 
fact had never been used. 

INTERNATIONAL RESCUE COM­
MITIEE GIVES ''FREEDOM 
AWARD" TO JOHN WHITEHEAD 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on Sep-

tember 14 I had the pleasure and 
honor of attending the dinner in New 
York at which John Whitehead, the 
Deputy Secretary of State, was given 
the International Rescue Committee's 
Freedom Award. This is the highest 
award given by the IRC, an organiza­
tion that has been in the forefront of 
efforts to aid the world's refugees for 
O'.'er 50 years. 

John Whitehead's personal involve­
ment with refugees goes back more 
than 30 years-to the Hungarian refu­
gee crisis in 1956. John was in Vienna 
when the refugees started to arrive, as 
a result of which "John Whitehead's 
next 30 years were remorselessly · 
shaped and his profound impact on us 
and those we serve was forged," as was 
stated by Leo Cherne, chairman, of 
the me, in his remarks conferring the 
award. 

Leo Cherne added: 
In presenting John Whitehead with IRC's 

Freedom Award, it is especially appropriate 

that one of the first of these infrequently 
conferred honors went to Winston Church­
ill, the most recent one to Nobel Laureate 
Elie Wiesel, and this evening's award to you. 
IRC's total purpose would be perfectly ex­
pressed if that award were never again con­
ferred. 

I serve as a vice president of the 
IRC-it is one of my proudest affili­
ations-and it was a special privilege to 
be present in New York at this event. 
It was an occasion that not only recog­
nized John for his special accomplish­
ments, but also gave testimony to the 
commitment and service to refugees 
long epitomized by the IRC. 

I ask that the text of Leo Cherne's 
introduction of John Whitehead, 
President Reagan's letter of congratu­
lations, and John Whitehead's re­
marks September 14 be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate­
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FREEDOM AWARD DINNER HONORING JOHN 
WHITEHEAD 

<Statement by Leo Cherne, Chairman, 
International Rescue Committee) 

Fate found John Whitehead on a brief 
holiday in Vienna toward the end of Octo­
ber 1956 during one of the most glorious 
and ultimately tragic periods of our post 
World War II history. He found himself a 
helpless observer during the brief days 
when the largely unarmed will of the Hun­
garian people <only miles away) succeeded 
in compelling the defeat and withdrawal of 
the massive Soviet forces which had kept 
Hungary enslaved. 

But that brief victory in Hungary was all 
too soon to be followed by a crushing return 
of Soviet tanks and fresh troops uncorrupt­
ed by previous contact with the Hungarian 
people. In days 60,000 Hungarian patriots 
were killed, more than 50% of them under 
the age of 23. 

As the West played with words and inac­
tion and the Soviets with a duplicitous 
promise of profound change-a moment's 
glory was expunged, and the life of John 
Whitehead and the IRC with which he from 
then on joined his purpose were linked and 
the reasons for this evening's tribute began. 

Our incomparable relationship began 
during the months when thousands were 
compelled to flee Hungary-many hundreds 
of them unaccompanied children sent ahead 
by their parents with notes pinned to their 
clothing on which were written their names, 
ages and an appeal to the free world "Please 
save my child." 

The IRC, which was in Budapest assisting 
during the brief days of freedom, was now 
on the frontier assisting those in wintry 
flight in search of safety and freedom, and 
John Whitehead's next 30 years were re­
morselessly shaped and his profound impact 
on us and those we serve was forged. 

I jump twenty-five years-years in which 
his tireless and unequalled leadership were 
key to the skill and passion with which the 
IRC met one emergency after another­
emergencies created by those in flight from 
tyranny of the left and the right. In each of 
these John's role was unique and indispen­
sable. In VietNam as we sought to assist the 
orphaned, the injured, the displaced victims 
of a war without end. 

On the borders of Nicaragua, Chile, Gua­
temala, Czechoslovakia and Poland. In 

Hong Kong, assisting those who risked their 
lives to escape Mao's China, in Thailand as 
a handful of survivors fled Cambodia-those 
who were able to escape the Khmer Rouge 
Killing Fields and, of course, those who fled 
Laos as well as the thousands of boat people 
whom we aided even as we were assisting in 
Zaire those fleeing Angola, and in Kenya 
those who were fleeing Idi Amin's Uganda. 

Five years before the tragedy created by 
Communist Government in Ethiopia cap­
tured television's attention we were in 
Sudan to provide emergency relief and med­
ical help for the starving and oppressed in 
flight from Ethiopia, an exodus as massive 
as the one that started 25 years earlier from 
Castro's Cuba, in which we were the first to 
help those landing on our shores, as well as 
those, starting about the same time, fleeing 
from Papa Doc Duvalier's murderous regime 
in Haiti. This unending succession of refu­
gee tragedies will be the historians hallmark 
for the last 54 years. 

At both ends of that period were two in· 
tervals unequaled in infamy. The shame and 
crime of this century, if not of all of human 
history-the holocaust in the years which 
followed IRC's beginnings immediately 
after Hitler's rise to power in 1933, and 
though less bestial in comparison-the cap­
ture and devastation of Afghanistan and the 
flight of one-third of its total-5 million 
people-in population to neighboring coun­
tries. 

I have no doubt that if John Whitehead 
had been with IRC in the later thirties and 
the ensuring war years, he would have 
helped at least to an extent where others 
were silent or failed. 

As for those who have fled and continue 
to do so from Afghanistan-the three mil­
lion in Pakistan alone, mostly women, chil­
dren and the injured and aged Afghan Ref­
ugees, while still not adequately helped, 
they would have received far less attention, 
and life preserving help, had not John 
Whitehead personally undertaken to go to 
that valley of tears in Pakistan to create the 
first meaningful program of direct assist­
ance in the early days of the exodus to the 
harsh Afghan frontier. 

The tenacity with which he went about 
personally establishing the relief, the medi· 
cal, the other most urgent forms of aid, at 
first ran into the resistance of the Pakistan 
government which was reluctant to have 
foreigners mucking around on their tender 
frontier with an aggressive Soviet neighbor. 

John is not easily deterred, and by the 
time he left the paranoia and xenophobia of 
the Paks were subdued. 

Had he failed, there would not be the doc­
tors, the nurses, the women's clinics, the 
primitive schools for the children, the train­
ing of Afghan paramedics, the self-help pro­
grams, all of which are a living monument 
to the tenacity of one man and to his hu­
manity. 

I recall not one line about that in a news­
paper at that time. That reflects both jour­
nalistic myopia and John's characteristic 
diffidence. In fact, throughout these 30 
years, I know no person so driven by pur­
pose, so devoid of ego. 

Now, as the Deputy Secretary of State­
the nation's good fortune has been IRC's 
loss. But I hasten to add that-in the high­
est government and international circles­
John is still a vital advocate for the millions 
who hurt, who continue to flee, who can 
find no sanctuary outside of tenuous refu­
gee camps. 

John, it is the magnitude of what you 
have done for those who are ready to risk 
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their lives to be free and your resistance to 
praise that make adequate tribute to you 
impossible. 

In presenting you with IRC's Freedom 
Award, it is especially appropriate that one 
of the first of these infrequently conferred 
honors went to Winston Churchill, the most 
recent one to Nobel Laureate Elie Wiesel, 
and this evenings' award to you. 

IRC's total purpose would be perfectly ex­
pressed if that award were never again con­
ferred. 

I must add as a companion of yours in this 
work, my own affection, my unlimited admi­
ration, and a level of appreciation for which 
my words were inadequate. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, September 8, 1987. 

Hon. JOHN C. WHITEHEAD, 
New York, NY. 

DEAR JOHN: I'm delighted to add my con­
gratulations to all those you're receiving as 
the International Rescue Committee pre­
sents you with the Freedom Award. This is 
a cherished honor, and one you richly de­
serve for your decades of devotion to refu­
gees and to the cause of freedom and demo­
cratic institutions. 

During your deep and personal involve­
ment with the IRC since 1956-interrupted 
only by your present outstanding service as 
my Deputy Secretary of State-you have 
helped this distinguished voluntary agency 
assist refugees from oppression or conflict 
throughout the world with emergency medi­
cal care, training, education, and self-help 
programs. You have helped the friendless 
know they are friendless no more, and that 
is truly noble work. 

Again, congratulations on this fine salute. 
Nancy joins me in sending very best wishes. 
God bless you. 

RONALD REAGAN. 

[Freedom Award Dinner, Sept. 14, 19871 
DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD'S SPEECH TO 

THE INTERNATIONAL RESCUE COMMITTEE 
To receive the Freedom Award from the 

International Rescue Committee is indeed a 
great honor. I am twice blessed on this spe­
cial occasion to be sharing it with my chil­
dren and many dear friends who have given 
the IRC their generous support and who 
honor me by their presence here tonight. I 
thank Jim Robinson for his warm words and 
for his willingness to undertake the thank­
less job of Dinner Chairman. I thank Liv 
Ullmann for her beautiful words and for her 
selfless dedication to the cause of refugees. 
To receive the Freedom Award from the 
hands of Leo Cherne is especially meaning­
ful to me. My admiration and friendship for 
Leo go back to the very beginning of my 
long association with the IRC. 

Compared to Leo, I am a greenhorn. He 
has been Chairman of the IRC for 36 years. 
It was he who introduced me to it over 30 
years ago in 1956, when Soviet tanks were 
brutally suppressing the Hungarian Revolu­
tion. At the time I was vacationing in Aus­
tria. One morning, a desperate and dishev­
eled man burst into the Viennese cafe seek­
ing his old friend with whom I was having 
breakfast. The surprise visitor was a Hun­
garian freedom fighter who had crossed the 
lake between Hungary and Austria to bring 
tragic news from the streets of Budapest. I 
was shaken and moved by the experience 
and wanted to assist in any way I could. My 
friend John Richardson sent me straight to 
Leo Cherne. 

I was so deeply impressed by Leo and by 
the IRC efforts to aid the refugees pouring 

across the Hungarian border that I have 
been committed to them both ever since. 
Leo's heart and soul are in this good work. 
His personal dedication, his vision, his en­
thusiasm and his compassion inspired me­
as they have many of you here tonight-to 
become involved in the IRC's deeply satisfy­
ing humanitarian efforts. For that I thank 
you, Leo. 

I can not let this occasion go by without 
also expressing tribute to Bayard Rustin, 
civil rights leader and longtime director and 
officer of the IRC, who died last month. 
Bayard truly embodied IRC's philosophy of 
service. Recognizing that man's inhumanity 
to man is not limited by race, religion or 
ethnic group, Bayard believed strongly that 
our moral responsibility must embrace all 
people suffering discrimination and persecu­
tion. To Bayard it was a logical extension of 
his civil rights efforts here at home to work 
on behalf of refugees, victims of injustice 
abroad. Bayard has made a lasting contribu­
tion to the nonviolent defense of human 
rights throughout the world and he will be 
deeply missed. 

People like Leo Cherne and Bayard 
Rustin who have devoted a lifetime to 
human rights and the cause of political ref­
ugees know that this is a tough business. 
Simple caring is not enough. You have to 
care effectively. You have to put in long 
hours. You have to work in difficult condi­
tions. You have to meet desperate needs 
with limited resources. You have to deal pa­
tiently with bureaucracies even as you 
answer pressing calls for help. Unhappily, 
there are always new tragedies to be coped 
with. Death and disaster-natural and man­
made-starvation, persecution and flight 
from oppression are still the lot of millions 
of people. You can never do enough. Worst 
of all, in the daily grind of the human 
rights business, after years and years of 
coping with human misery on a massive 
scale, you run the risk of becoming inured 
to individual suffering. 

Despite it all, the IRC has never flagged 
in its humanitarian efforts. As the IRC goes 
about the practical and necessary work of 
defining problems and constructing effec­
tive programs for· their solution, this ex­
traordinary organization remains directly 
involved with the people it serves. Every 
day, IRC personnel deal face to face with 
people in acute distress and cope directly 
with their personal pain. I have seen this 
myself in the refugee camps in Thailand, in 
Northwest Pakistan, in Lebanon, in Soma­
lia, in the Sudan. 

The IRC is the kind of organization that 
makes me feel great about America. Free­
dom and the rights of man are not airy con­
cepts to the IRC or to the people it serves. 
To both, the absence of freedom and viola­
tions of human dignity are keenly and di­
rectly felt. 

Those refugees fleeing from Communist 
oppression in Vietnam or Cambodia; from 
Cuba, Angola, Laos, Nicaragua and Ethio­
pia; or from the Soviet Union and occupied 
Eastern Europe and from Afghanistan­
they all are living examples of the impor­
tance of making the sacrifices and commit­
ments necessary to keep freedom alive 
around the world. Those refugees today 
remind us not to take our own freedom for 
granted. 

From its very beginning, our nation was 
built by wave upon wave of immigrants and 
refugees fleeing from tyranny and persecu­
tion: 

Our nation was built by the Pilgrims flee­
ing religious persecution and by other New 

World colonists from 16th, 17th and 18th 
century Europe; 

It was built by the immigrants from Ire­
land, Scandinavia, Germany, Italy and East­
ern Europe in the 19th and early 20th cen­
turies; 

And it was built in our own time by the 
refugees from Nazi fascism and Communist 
totalitarianism. 

Each new wave of arrivals to our shores 
helped us discover and rediscover America 
and all she stands for, even as they help us 
today in the building of our country. 
Throughout our history, newcomers have 
enriched our national character and society. 
Their courage, their hard work and their 
.innate talents deserve our recognition and 
admiration. 

Let me tell you the story of 19 year-old 
Sathaya Tor (pronounced SATCH-ya). Born 
in Cambodia, Sathaya was 7 years old when 
the Khmer Rouge took over his country in 
1975. His family was forced apart and Sath­
aya was put in a child labor camp. The Viet­
namese invaded in 1979 and the Khmer 
Rouge abandoned the camp, leaving weap­
ons and goods behind. The then 11 year-old 
Sathaya armed himself and, having been 
told his parents were dead, set forth alone 
for the Thai border. He was wounded by a 
land mine along the way. When he got to 
Thailand, he lived in a refugee camp and 
eventually was taken in by a Thai family, 
who helped to trace his sister and brother­
in-law. In 1981, the IRC resettled Sathaya 
and his sister and her husband in the 
United States. Later, the IRC helped to 
place him as a foster child with an Ameri­
can family in Hawaii, where he went to 
school and learned English. It was there 
that he found out through the IRC's family 
reunion services that his parents and three 
of his 10 missing brothers and sisters were 
alive in a refugee camp at the Thai border. 

Sathaya worked for 2 years to gain their 
legal passage to the United States. At the 
same time, he excelled academically and 
won a year's scholarship to Andover. The 
IRC helped to bring his parents and three 
brothers to the United States just in time to 
attend Sathaya's graduation from Andover 
last June. Accepted by many of America's 
top colleges, Sathaya enrolled last week at 
Stanford, where he has chosen to study 
international relations. Who knows, some­
day he may even join the State Department! 
I hope he does. 

I am sure that Sathaya and the tens of 
thousands of people the IRC has helped to 
our shores agree that any personal success 
they achieve is really a success story for 
America, too. And, as we look to the future, 
we must realize how very important it is 
that we maintain the vigor and strength of 
these principles. Old and new citizens alike 
must recognize that America's future re­
quires our continuing active engagement 
with the world. Just as our democracy de­
pends on the interest and involvement of all 
our citizens at home, we must remain in­
volved as well in the turbulent, changing, 
challenging world that surrounds us. De­
tachment is not an option. The global ef­
fects of new technologies and the global 
reach of our strategic responsibilities mean 
that disengagement is impossible. Nor is dis­
engagement desirable for any country that 
would reap the benefits of a future charac­
terized by greater dispersal of economic, 
military and political capabilities; by height­
ened economic, technological and political 
competitiveness; and by increasing economic 
interdependence. 
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Yet, it is sobering to realize that in our 

country there is and will always be a dis­
turbingly powerful minority who react to 
the challenge of change by advocating a 
strategy of moral and strategic retreat from 
the world around us. These short-sighted 
people are the first to call for closed door 
policies: cutbacks in foreign assistance and 
in immigration; protectionism in trade. 
They do not see that the foreigners they 
would have us shun are none other than our 
relatives, our friends, exchange scholars 
who return to their countries with a better 
understanding of our values and way of life, 
overseas investors contributing to our na­
tional growth, allies contributing to our col­
lective security-all members of our ever 
more interdependent world community. 

Each generation must resist the pull of 
these isolationist and protectionist argu­
ments, which undermine the very strengths 
that have made America the great nation 
she is today. Our sense of discovery, our 
eager competitiveness, our innovativeness, 
our values of concern for the welfare of 
others, which have served us so well in the 
past two centuries, are our best assurance of 
a bright future for America in the next cen­
tury. 

I would like to take a moment now to look 
at the emerging world and America's place 
in it from my vantage point in Washington. 
Even in the near term, I see trends going 
our way, reaffirming America's values and 
our way of life. Provided we play to our 
strengths, we have a winning hand. 

A lot has been achieved already to ensure 
us a more peaceful and prosperous future. 
In the past few years we have made sub­
stantial progress toward reinvigorating our 
economy, restoring our military capabilities 
and strengthening our ties with friends and 
allies in Europe, Asia, Latin America and 
elsewhere. 

By a policy grounded in realism, we have 
embarked on a new high-level dialogue with 
the Soviet Union on arms control, human 
rights, and the other issues that divide us. 
For the first time, we now have the immi­
nent prospect of negotiating substantial re­
ductions in the nuclear arsenals of both 
sides. The Shultz-Shevardnadze meetings 
which start tomorrow in Washington repre­
sent only the latest chapter in a series of 
constructive dialogues between the two su­
perpowers which have substantially reduced 
the chances of surprises and misunderstand­
ings. 

All over the world, we now see a remarka­
ble surge toward democracy, most notably 
in Latin America, where the percentage of 
the population living under freely elected 
governments has grown from 30 percent in 
1979 to more than 90 percent today. In 
South Korea and the Philippines, although 
the threads holding together these fledgling 
democracies are fragile, we see how tena­
ciously their people struggle to strengthen 
them. 

In Afghanistan, Kampuchea, Angola and 
Nicaragua, our determined support for 
those fighting for their freedom has forced 
our adversaries to conclude that expansion­
ism and aggression are not cost-free. As evi­
denced by the new peace initiative now un­
derway in Central America, the possibilities 
for negotiated settlements in all these con­
flict ridden areas have been increased be­
cause we matched diplomatic perseverance 
with military strength. 

In corners of the world as far-flung as 
Africa and China, we have seen an encour­
aging trend toward free market-oriented so­
lutions to the problems of economic growth. 

Almost everywhere in the world we hear 
talk, and have seen action, toward decen­
tralization, deregulation and denationaliza­
tion. Even the Soviet Union is slowly facing 
up to the need for openness, economic re­
structuring and democratization. 

And, to bring us back to the subject of the 
evening, our government's efforts on behalf 
of refugees are part and parcel of our visi­
ble, vocal and balanced approach to the de­
fense of human rights and fundamental 
freedoms around the world. Between 1981 
and 1987 alone, over half a million refugees 
came to our shores and we stand at the fore­
front in assisting over 10 million other refu­
gees in countries of first asylum around the 
world. 

Our policy of providing humanitarian as­
sistance to those in need is a dramatic dem­
onstration not only of America's economic 
success, but of our abiding sense of responsi­
bility to the suffering in the international 
community. 

For me, the chance to participate in our 
efforts to deal with these central issues of 
peace, security and economic well-being has 
been an exciting-and on more than one oc­
casion frustrating-challenge, one that I 
have relished. When I went to Washington 
two and a half years ago now, an old friend 
with long experience in public life told me 
that I was very privileged to have an oppor­
tunity to be part of history. He was right. 
But he also told me that I would soon dis­
cover that "history" consisted of " just one 
damn thing after another." He was right 
there too. But, as President Reagan has 
said, a lot can be accomplished in the next 
sixteen months, and I look forward to being 
part of that effort. 

In closing, let me just say that I am 
deeply honored to receive the Freedom 
Award, because I know that it comes to me 
polished by the hands of some very distin­
guished previous recipients. Like me, I am 
sure that they, too, received it with humble 
gratitude, deeply moved by its significance 
and mindful of the high distinction of their 
predecessors. 
It is I who am deeply grateful to the men 

and women of the IRC. For over thirty 
years, I have had the opportunity to share 
in your extraordinary gift of service-to hu­
manity, to the cause of refugees, to free­
dom. In short, service to all that America 
stands for in the world. I am proud to be 
among you tonight. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Emery, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Presid­
ing Officer laid before the Senate mes­
sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
which were referred to the appropri­
ate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro­
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING RECESS 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of February 3, 1987, the 
Secretary of the Senate, on September 
22, 1987, during the recess of the 
Senate, received a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing 
that the House has passed the follow­
ing bill, without amendment: 

S. 1532. An act relating to the payment 
for telecommunications equipment and cer­
tain services furnished by the Sergeant at 
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate. • 

The message also announced that 
the House agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
joint resolution <H.J. Res. 324) increas­
ing the statutory limit on the public 
debt. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 5:32 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following joint resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 362. Joint resolution making 
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year . 
1988, and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and 
documents, which were referred as in­
dicated: 

EC-1890. A communication from the 
President of the United States, transmit­
ting, amendments for appropriations for 
fiscal year 1988 for the Legislative Branch, 
Department of Energy, and Department of 
the Interior; to the Committee on Appro­
priations. 

EC-1891. A communication from the 
President of the United States, transmit­
ting, amendments to the request for appro­
priations for fiscal year 1988 reducing that 
request; to the Committee on Appropria­
tions. 

EC- 1892. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
certain budget deferrals; pursuant to the 
order of January 30, 1975, jointly to the 
Committee on Appropriations and the Com­
mittee on the Budget. 

EC-1893. A communication from the 
Chief, Program Liaison Division, Depart ­
ment of the Air Force, transmitting, pursu­
ant to law, notice of filing the Final Envi­
ronmental Impact Statement <EIS) with the 
Environmental Protection Agency for the 
proposed final deployment of the Ground 
Wave Emergency Network <GWEN); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1894. A communication from the Gen­
eral Counsel, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled "To Amend the Federal Deposit In-
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surance Act;" to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1895. A communication from the 
Chairman, Railroad Accounting Principles 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Railroad Accounting Principles Board Final 
Report; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1896. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director for Collection 
and Disbursement, Department of the Inte­
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
regarding refunds of certain offshore lease 
revenues where a refund or recoupment is 
appropriate; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1897. A communication from the 
Chairman, Federal Energy Regulatory Com­
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report of the Federal Energy Regu­
latory Commission for fiscal year 1986; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

EC-1898. A communication from the Ad­
ministrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report to Congress on the Wrongful Use of 
Cyanide; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-1899. A communication from the Ad­
ministrator, General Services Administra­
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies 
of a repair and alteration prospectus and a 
lease prospectus; to the Committee on Envi­
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-1900. A communication from the 
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti­
tled "Hydrilla in the Potomac River and 
Tributaries;" to the Committee on Environ­
ment and Public Works. 

EC-1901. A communication from the Sec­
retary of Health and Human Services, trans­
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation enti­
tled "Medicaid Risk-Based Health Care Act 
of 1987;" to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-1902. A communication from the 
Chairman, Cultural Property Advisory Com­
mittee, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report of the Cultural Property Advisory 
Committee on the Request of the Republic 
of El Salvador; to the Committee on Fi-

bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a tran­
script of the Council of the District of Co­
lumbia's recent hearing on Council Bill 7-
59, the "Protection for Foreign Officials;" to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1908. A communication from the 
Comptroller of the United States, transmit­
ting, a draft of proposed legislation estab­
lishing a program to study the profitability 
of government contracts; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1909. A communication from the Di­
rector, Division of Commissioned Personnel, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Annual 
Report for the Public Health Service Com­
missioned Corps Retirement System; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1910. A communication from the Di­
rector, Office of Management Analysis, De­
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur­
suant to law, a report on a new Privacy Act 
system of records; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1911. A communication from the Sec­
retary to the Board, Railroad Retirement 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on a new Privacy Act system of 
records; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-1912. A communication from the As­
sistant Attorney, Department of Justice, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend title 18, United States Code, to 
permit Federal Prison Industries to borrow 
from the Secretary of the Treasury and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-1913. A communication from the Sec­
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notification of Final Funding Prior­
ities for Rehabilitation Research and Train­
ing Centers-Medical; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1914. A communication from the Sec­
retary of Education, transmitting, a draft of 
proposed legislation entitled "National As­
sessment of Educational Progress Amend­
ments of 1987; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-1915. A communication from the 
Chairman, Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Railroad 

nance. Retirement Board Budget Request for fiscal 
EC-1903. A communication from the In- year 1989; to the Committee on Labor and 

spector General, Department of Health and Human Resources. 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to EC-1916. A communication from the Sec­
law, a report entitled "Social Security Client retary of Health and Human Services, trans­
Satisfaction;" to the Committee on Finance. mitting, a draft of proposed legislation enti-

EC-1904. A communication from the tied "To Repeal Health Maintenance Orga­
Acting Assistant Secretary <Legislative and nization Authorities, and for other pur­
Intergovernmental Affairs), Department of poses;" to the committee on Labor and 
State, transmitting, copies of replacement Human Services. 
pages for those pages which contain errors EC-1917. A communication from the 
in the certified true copies of the Treaty on Chairman, Task Force on Long-Term 
Fisheries between the Governments of Cer- Health Care Policies, Department of Health 
tain Pacific Island States and the Govern- and Human Services, transmitting, pursuant 
ment of the United States; to the Commit- to law, the final report of the Task Force on 
tee on Foreign Relations. Long-Term Health Care Policies; to the 

EC-1905. A communication from the Committee on Labor and Human Services. 
Chairman, National Advisory Council on EC-1918. A communication from the As­
International Monetary and Financial Poli- sistant Secretary <Legislative and Intergov­
cies, transmitting, pursuant to law, the ernmental Affairs), Department of State, 
annual report of the National Advisory transmitting, pursuant to law, the texts of 
Council on International Monetary and Fi- ILO Convention No. 162 and Recommenda­
nancial Policies for fiscal year 1986; to the tion No. 172, concerning safety in the use of 
Committee on Foreign Relations. asbestos; to the Committee on Labor and 

EC-1906. A communication from the Human Resources. 
Comptroller of the United States, transmit- EC-1919. A communication from the Sec­
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the Impli- retary of Labor, transmitting, a draft of pro­
cations of Deleting the Birthplace in U.S. posed legislation entitled "Labor Statistics 
Passports; to the Committee on Foreign Re- Confidentiality Act of 1987;" to the Com-
lations. mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1907. A communication from the EC-1920. A communication from the 
Chairman, Council of the District of Colum- ' Chairman, Federal Election Commission, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, proposed reg­
ulations governing political contributions to 
and expenditures by delegates and delegate 
committees; to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

EC-1921. A communication from the 
President, United States Capitol Historical 
Society; transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Annual Report of the United States Capitol 
Historical Society for the year ending Janu­
ary 31, 1987; to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

EC-1922. A communication from the Sec­
retary of Labor, transmitting, a draft of pro­
posed legislation establishing the Secre­
tary's Committee on Veterans' Employment; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee 

on Labor and Human Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 79: A bill to notify workers who are at 
risk of occupational disease in order to es­
tablish a system for identifying and pre­
venting illness and death of such workers, 
and for other purposes <Rept. No. 100-166). 

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1579: A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to revise and extend the block 
grant program, and for other purposes 
<Rept. No. 100-167). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu­
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con­
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 
S. 1712. A bill to amend the Agricultural 

Act of 1949 to require the Secretary of Agri­
culture, under certain circumstances, to 
make established price payments for the 
1988 crop of a commodity; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, (for 
himself, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BoREN, Mr. 
CoNRAD, and Mr. KARNES): 

S. 1713. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 to require the Secretary of Agri­
culture, to make advance deficiency pay­
ments for the 1988 through 1990 crop years 
for certain crops; to the Committee on Agri­
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. D'AMATO, and Mr. 
MOYNIHAN): 

S. 1714. A bill to amend title I of the 
Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuar­
ies Act of 1972, to provide for the restora­
tion of the New York Bight, and for other 
purposes: to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. PELL <for himself and Mr. 
HELMS): 

S. Con. Res. 78. A concurrent resolution 
welcoming His Holiness the Dalai Lama of 
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Tibet on the occasion of his visit to the 
United States; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

By Mr. KERRY <for himself, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. FoRD, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. ADAMS, Mr. MoYNIHAN, Mr. HAT­
FIELD, Mr. DIXON, Mr. WEICKER, and 
Mr. SARBANES): 

S. Con. Res. 79. A concurrent resolution 
expressing support for the United Nations' 
efforts to end the Iran-Iraq war and to bring 
an end to human rights abuses in Iran; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 
S. 1712. A bill to amend the Agricul­

tural Act of 1949 to require the Secre­
tary of Agriculture, under certain cir­
cumstances, to make established price 
payments for the 1988 crop of a com­
modity; referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 
LEGISLATION TO AMEND THE AGRICULTURAL ACT 

OF 1949 
e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
am today introducing legislation that 
would protect farmers from precipi­
tous declines in their program pay­
ment yields. 

Program payment yield calculations 
are important because they help deter­
mine the income support payment 
that farmers ultimately receive. This 
bill will limit the possible 1988 reduc­
tion to 2 percent-the same as last 
year. We protected farmers in 1986 
and 1987 by limiting the drop to 3 and 
2 percent respectively from the previ­
ous year. 

Under current law, program pay­
ment yields could drop as much as 5 
percent from the level of last year. For 
a 1,000-acre wheat farm in Minnesota, 
with a proven yield of 50 bushels per 
acre, my bill will save about $3,200. 

Changes in the country loan rate 
calculation, program payment yield 
calculation, lower PIK certificate pre­
miums and lower wheat quality this 
year could all combine to reduce Min­
nesota farm income. My bill will cush­
ion at least one of those factors while 
we work on the other problems. 

As a bit of historical perspective, 
program payment yield changes were 
part of the 1985 farm bill. After the 
House-Senate conference committee 
reached agreement on many of the 
commodity program provisions, the 
cost estimates remained several billion 
over the congressional spending limit 
and the amount that the President 
would approve-$50 billion. The new 
yield formula was adopted by the com­
mittee as a way to offset high target 
prices and save $1.2 billion over 3 
years. 

Subsequently, the impact of this 
change was realized by farmers who 
insisted that Congress go back and 
change the formula. The Food Securi­
ty Improvements Act of 1986 con­
tained provisions limiting the program 

payment yield reduction to 3 percent 
the first year and 5 percent the second 
year from the 1985 level with an over­
all limit of 10 percent for the life of 
the bill. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today limits the drop to 7 percent in 
1988 and, therefore, further protects 
farmers from budget saving provisions 
of the 1985 farm bill.e 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
CONRAD, and Mr. KARNES): 

S. 1713. A bill to amend the Agricul­
tural Act of 1949 to require the Secre­
tary of Agriculture to make advance 
deficiency payment for the 1988 
through 1990 crop years for certain 
crops; to the Committee on Agricul­
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

ADVANCE DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce legislation which 
requires the Secretary of Agriculture 
to make advance deficiency payments 
for the 1988 through 1990 crops of 
wheat, feed grains, cotton, and rice. I 
am pleased to have as the prime co­
sponsor of this bill, the chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition and Forestry, Senator PAT­
RICK LEAHY, along With my distin­
guished Agriculture Committee col­
leagues, Senators BOREN and KARNES. 

During consideration of the 1985 
farm bill, I served on the House Agri­
culture Committee and authored that 
committee's requirement that advance 
payments be made if the Secretary de­
termines that deficiency payments will 
be paid. Even though my amendment 
made payments mandatory, the final 
farm bill version left the advance defi­
ciency payments to the discretion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has the 
ability to make advanced payments 
with the stroke of a pen. Those pay­
ments are vital to farm families who 
use them to finance spring planting. 
They need and they deserve to have 
the certainty that advanced deficiency 
payments will be there through the 
life of the current farm bill. 

My bill will require that no less than 
40 percent of the deficiency payment 
to which wheat and feed grain produc­
ers are entitled shall be made at pro­
gram signup. This bill does not in­
crease payments to farmers, but 
rather insures they will be made when 
they are needed most. 

Secretary Lyng chose to make ad­
vance deficiency payments for the 
1987 crop year. The grossly over-opti­
mistic farm talk we're hearing in 
Washington these days and the fact 
the administration never has liked ad­
vanced deficiency payments has a lot 
of people justifiably concerned wheth­
er the same decision will be forthcom­
ing for the 1988 crop year. 

This legislation will end that con­
cern and give farmers a settled pay-

ment system they can plan on for the 
next 3 years. For that reason, I urge 
the support of my colleagues for this 
very important bill. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator DASCHLE in in­
troducing this bill to require the Sec­
retary of Agriculture to provide our 
farmers with advance deficiency pay­
ments. 

Advance deficiency payments have 
been made in one form or another for 
4 out of the past 5 years. Farmers 
have come to expect these payments 
as they arrange for financing of their 
crops. In the farm bill we provided the 
Secretary with the discretionary au­
thority to pay up to 50 percent of defi­
ciency payments in advance at the 
time a farmer signs up for a set-aside 
program. 

In the Depart:q1ent of Agriculture's 
midyear estimates of program costs, 
the Secretary indicated that advance 
deficiency payments would not be 
made. Sure, there is a possibility that 
the Secretary could change this posi­
tion. But, while the Department plays 
games, farmers are faced with this un­
certainty, even though wheat is al­
ready going in the ground. 

I think our farmers deserve better. 
They need to know what Federal pro­
grams will be, they need to know what 
their cash-flow picture will look like. 
It is critical that a producer know 
when payments are going to occur. 

I think we need to act decisively. We 
should make the effort to fix the prob­
lem once and for all. 

Mr. President, this is a no cost bill. 
It does not increase payments to farm­
ers. Congressional Budget Office has 
already assumed that the Secretary 
will make 40 percent of the wheat and 
feed grain deficiency payments and 30 
percent of the cotton and rice pay­
ments in advance. This bill only re­
quires that these payments are made 
in a timely way. 

Mr. President, I urge all Senators to 
support American farmers by support­
ing this bill. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him-
self, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
D'AMATO, and Mr. MOYNIHAN): 

S. 1714. A bill to amend title I of the 
Marine Protection, Research, and 
Sanctuaries Act of 1972, to provide for 
the restoration of the New York bight, 
and for other purposes; referred to the 
Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

NEW YORK BIGHT RESTORATION ACT 
e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President 
this has been a terrible summer fo; 
New Jersey. Each and every day it 
seems we are faced with still another 
blight on our shores-if its not gar­
bage, its sewage. 

Despite all of our efforts to curb the 
dumping of raw sewage and other con­
taminants in our oceans, the New 
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York bight area has been steadily de­
graded by the dumping of raw sewage, 
industrial outfalls and runoff from ag­
ricultural and urban areas. Several bil­
lion gallons of raw sewage and more 
than 7 million wet metric tons of 
dredged material go into the bight 
every year. 

Until we insisted on the closing of 
the 12-mile site by the end of 1987, the 
bight was also used as a dumping 
ground for 7 million wet metric tons of 
sewage sludge every year. 

Unfortunately, closing the 12-mile 
site will not r'estore the bight. While it 
may slow degradation of the area, it 
will not halt the degradation that re­
sults from continued industrial and 
other outflows into the area. 

That is why Senator BRADLEY and I 
are introducing legislation today that 
will require EPA to look at practices 
that continue in the bight area which 
may result in further deterioration. 
The bill also requires EPA to look at 
measures that would result in restora­
tion of the bight area. 

The persistent degradation of this 
area has resulted in pollution that has 
now spread into a far broader area 
limiting the use of the water, not only 
along the shoreline, but also further 
out into the bay. It is time to end this 
creeping pollution. 

New Jersey beaches have borne the 
brunt of irresponsible management in 
this area. I would not be surprised to 
learn that many of the problems we 
have seen this summer are linked to 
abuses of the bight region. 

Both New Jersey and New York 
have already acknowledged the need 
for a coordinated effort to ensure 
better management of this area. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today should lead to better manage­
ment and overall enhancement of the 
bight area. I am convinced that this 
bill will not only help to restore the 
bight area, but will also result in a 
cleaner shores all along the coast. 

The bill requires the Environmental 
Protection Agency to conduct a study 
to determine what is still being 
dumped into the bight, learn what 
effect this material has on the bight 
area and find alternate means for han­
dling material that results in contin­
ued degradation of the area. EPA is 
also required to set standards for some 
of the more common hazardous pollut­
ants that are destroying this environ­
ment, such as heavy metals and PCB's. 

I urge other Members to support 
this bill, not only as a measure to 
clean up the New York Bight, but also 
as a part of our larger commitment 
and responsibility to protect our vital 
ocean and shore resources. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of the bill be print­
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1714 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "New York Bight 
Restoration Act of 1987". 
SEC. 2. NEW YORK BIGHT RESTORATION PLAN. 

Title I of the Marine Protection, Re­
search, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33 
U.S.C. 1401 et seq.) is further amended by 
inserting after section 104 the following new 
section: 

"NEW YORK BIGHT RESTORATION PLAN 

"SEc. 104. (a)(l) Within three years after 
the date of the enactment of this section, 
the Administrator shall prepare and submit 
to the Congress a New York Bight Restora­
tion Plan. In preparing the plan, the Admin­
istrator shall hold public hearings in order 
to obtain the views and comments of inter­
ested persons. 

"(2) The New York Bight Resoration Plan 
required to be prepared under paragraph < 1) 
shall-

"<A> identify and assess the impact of pol­
lutant inputs, such as treated and untreated 
sewage discharge, industrial outfalls, agri­
cultural and urban runoff, storm sewer 
overflow, upstream contaminant sources, at­
mospheric fallout, and dumping that are af­
fecting the water quality and marine re­
sources of the New York Bight; 

"(B) identify those uses in the bight that 
are being inhibited because of those inputs; 

"(C) determine the fate of the contami­
nants from those inputs and their effect on 
the marine environment; 

"(D) identify technologies and manage­
ment practices, and determine the costs, 
necessary to control those inputs; 

"<E> identify impediments to the cleanup 
of those inputs; 

"<F> devise a schedule of economically fea­
sible projects to implement the controls 
identified under subparagaph <D> and to 
remove the impediments identified under 
subparagraph <E>; and 

"(G) develop recommendations for fund­
ing and coordinating the various Federal, 
State, and local government programs nec­
essary to implement the projects devised 
under subparagraph (F). 
Within six months after the date of the en­
actment of this section, the Administrator 
shall submit to the Congress a detailed 
schedule <and the associated funding re­
quirements) for completing the restoration 
plan required by this subsection. 

"(b) Within one year after the date of the 
enactment of this section, the Administra­
tor shall prepare and submit to Congress a 
report on the technological and economic 
feasibility of establishing and implementing 
quality standards for the disposal of munici­
pal sludge through ocean or land-based 
methods. The quality standards shall set 
forth maximum permissible concentrations 
of heavy metals, PCB's persistent plastics, 
microbiological constituents, pathogens, and 
any material found in municipal sludge re­
garding which the Administrator considers 
the establishment of maximum permissible 
concentrations to be warranted. 

"(c) In addition to funds authorized under 
section III, there are authorized to be ap­
propriated to the Environmental Protection 
Agency, for purposes of preparing the New 
York Bight Restoration Plan required 
under this section, the following amounts: 

"(1) $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1988 
"(2) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1989."e 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise as an original cosponsor of the 

New York Bight Restoration Act of 
1987, along with my colleagues Sena­
tors D'AMATO, LAUTENBERG, and BRAD­
LEY. I am delighted that today we are 
expanding efforts to clean up the New 
York Bight, efforts already begun in 
the Clean Water Act passed early in 
this Congress. As a member of the 
Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, I served as a conferee 
on the Clean Water Act, and support­
ed designation of New York-New 
Jersey Harbor and Long Island Sound 
as priority areas for research and man­
agement under the National Estuary 
Program, section 320 of the Clean 
Water Act. The National Estuary Pro­
gram authorizes $12 million annually 
for 5 fiscal years to help Federal, 
State, and local government conserve 
our important estuarine resources. 

The legislation we introduce today 
will go beyond the limits of the Na­
tional Estuary Program, out into the 
open sea to cover what is termed the 
New York Bight apex, a roughly 
square section of the Atlantic Ocean 
that encompasses 11,310 nautical 
square miles bounded by Long Island, 
the Jersey Shore and the Continental 
Shelf. 

WHY THE BIGHT NEEDS SPECIAL ATTENTION 

The Bight is an irreplaceable re­
source in every sense. At least 350 spe­
cies of fish and 500 species of shellfish, 
crustaceans and invertebrates occur in 
the Hudson/Raritan Estuary and New 
York Bight. The commercial harvest 
of fish and shellfish in the region 
averages 150 million pounds per year, 
worth $100 million to the fishermen 
and $850 million to the regional econo­
my. The industry employs over 9,000 
fishermen and processing workers. 
Recreational fishing brings in over 
100,000 pounds per year, worth over $1 
billion to the region's economy. Those 
who enjoy sport fishing number 2 mil­
lion regional residents and 2 million 
visitors. 

The Port of New York and New 
Jersey, whose shipping lanes crisscross 
the Bight depends on this resource, 
too. The port generates $14 billion per 
year for the region, including $4.2 bil­
lion in salaries for more than 200,000 
workers. The port remains the largest 
container operation in the world, han­
dling some 2 million TEU's <twenty 
foot equivalent units) per year. It is 
obvious that the Bight nurtures our 
marine life, provides our shipping 
lanes, and affects the enjoyment of 
our coastal beaches and recreational 
boating. 

It is important therefore, that we 
manage wisely this multipurpose re­
source. Pressure on the Bight comes 
from many sources, and signs that it is 
not as well as it should be abound. In 
1985 devastating algae blooms struck 
both New York and New Jersey. In 
1986 the brown tide struck the east 
end of Long Island. More recently 
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floatable marine debris have adversely 
affected all the New York Beaches, in­
cluding Staten Island, the Rockaways 
and Breezy Point. And researchers are 
currently studying the deaths of nu­
merous porpoises which may be linked 
to sea pollution. 

PURPOSE OF THIS NEW LEGISLATION 

The bill which amends title I of the 
Marine Protection, Research and 
Sanctuaries Act of 1972 provides that 
within 3 years after passage, the EPA 
Administrator shall submit to Con­
gress a comprehensive New York 
Bight Restoration Plan. In developing 
the plan, the bill directs the Adminis­
trator to hold public hearings. The 
plan is to identify and assess the 
impact of pollution in the bight, in­
cluding treated and untreated sewage, 
industrial outfalls, agricultural and 
urban runoff, atmospheric pollution, 
and dumping that affect water quality 
and marine life in the bight. Moreover, 
the plan must present technologies 
and management strategies along with 
their costs, which will aid in restora­
tion of the bight. 

Within 6 months of enactment, the 
Administrator must supply Congress 
with a detailed schedule and funding 
plan for carrying out restoration, 
along with recommendations for co­
ordinating Federal, State, and local 
government programs which affect 
the bight. Within 1 year, the Adminis­
trator must transmit to Congress a 
report on the technological and eco­
nomic feasibility of establishing water 
quality standards for disposal of mu­
nicipal sludge through ocean or land­
based methods, including permissible 
concentrations of persistent plastics, 
PCB's microbiological constituents, 
pathogens and other potentially harm­
ful materials. 

The bill authorizes $2 million for the 
first fiscal year, and $1 million for the 
following fiscal year for preparing the 
plan. In essence, this means that an 
additional $3 million would be avail­
able for the New York Bight, in addi­
tion to the money which New York 
and New Jersey receive under the na­
tional estuary program, which by defi­
nition must focus on near coastal 
waters. 

Mr. President, I am proud to cospon­
sor this measure and I ask that my col­
leagues support restoration of this im­
portant resources.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 27 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. STAFFORD] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 27, a bill to establish the 
American Conservation Corps, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 39 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a CO-

sponsor of S. 39, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
make the exclusion from gross income 
of amounts paid for employee educa­
tional assistance permanent. 

s. 450 

At the request of Mr. ARMSTRONG, 
the names of the Senator from Missis­
sippi [Mr. CocHRAN], and the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 450, a bill to 
recognize the organization known as 
the "National Mining Hall of Fame 
and Museum." 

s. 542 

At the request of Mr. ARMSTRONG, 
the name of the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 542, a bill to recognize 
the organization known as the "Re­
tired Enlisted Association, Incorporat­
ed." 

s. 581 

At the request of Mr. PRoxMIRE, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI] was added as a CO­
sponsor of S. 581, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to increase the 
combat support assignments open to 
women in the Armed Forces. 

s. 838 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Dela­
ware [Mr. BID EN] was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 838, a bill to provide fi­
nancial assistance to the States for 
computer education programs, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 998 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the name of the Senator from Michi­
gan [Mr. RIEGLE] was added as a co­
sponsor of S. 998, a bill entitled the 
"Micro Enterprise Loans for the Poor 
Act." 

s. 1006 

At the request of Mr. HECHT, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. WIRTH] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1006, a bill entitled the "Geother­
mal Steam Act Amendments of 1987." 

s. 1019 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BuMPERS] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 1019, a bill to amend the In­
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify 
the tax exempt treatment of self-in­
sured worker's compensation funds. 

s. 1070 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
MITCHELL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1070, a bill to increase the amount 
authorized to be alloted under title 
XX of the Social Security Act. 

s. 1181 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from the New 
York [Mr. MoYNIHAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1181, a bill to amend 
the Federal Salary Act of 1967 and 
title 5 of the United States Code to 

provide that the authority to deter­
mine levels of pay for administrative 
law judges be transferred to the Com­
missions on Executive, Legislative, and 
Judicial Salaries. 

s. 1188 

At the request of Mr. SYMMs, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsylva­
nia [Mr. HEINZ], and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1188, a bill 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 to allow certain associations of 
football coaches to have a qualified 
pension plan which includes cash or 
deferred arrangement. 

s. 1199 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Ver­
mont [Mr. STAFFORD] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1199, a bill to prevent 
suicide by youth. 

s. 1203 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. STEVENS], and the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. BoND] were added as co­
sponsors of S. 1203, a bill to amend 
title 22, United States Code, to make 
unlawful the establishment or mainte­
nance within the United States of an 
office of the Palestine Liberation Or­
ganization, and for other purposes. 

s. 1345 

At the request of Mr. McCoNNELL, 
the names of the Senator from Wyo­
ming [Mr. WALLOP], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], and the 
Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1345, a 
bill to allow the National Association 
of State Racing Commissioners, State 
racing commissions and regulatory au­
thorities that regulate parimutuel wa­
gering to receive and share Federal 
Government criminal indentification 
records. 

s. 1365 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 1365, a bill to amend tit~e 38, 
United States Code, to establish pre­
sumption of service connection forcer­
tain diseases of former prisoners of 
war. 

s. 1366 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. ADAMS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1366, a bill to revise and extend 
the programs of assistance under title 
X of the Public Health Service Act. 

s. 1401 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1401, a bill to restore, 
on an interim basis, certain recently 
amended procedures for determining 
the maximum attorney's fees which 
may be charged for services performed 
before the Secretary of Health and 
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Human Services under the Social Se­
curity Act and to require a report by 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services regarding possible improve­
ments in such procedures. 

s. 1522 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. REID] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1522, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
through 1992 the period during which 
qualified mortgage bonds and mort­
gage certificates may be issued. 

s. 1587 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. STAFFORD] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 1587, a bill to authorize the 
minting of commemorative coins to 
support the training of American ath­
letes participating in the 1988 Olympic 
games. 

s. 1673 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1673, a bill to am·end title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to assist indi­
viduals with a severe disability in at­
taining or maintaining their maximum 
potential for independence and capac­
ity to participate in community and 
family life, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 119 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
MATSUNAGA] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 119, joint 
resolution concerning the April 1986 
accident at the Chernobyl nuclear 
powerplant in the Soviet Union. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 168 

At the request of Mr. MELCHER, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CoNRAD], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], and 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
DoDD] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 168, joint res­
olution designating the week begin­
ning October 25, 1987, as "National 
Adult Immunization Awareness 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 172 

At the request of Mr. KARNES, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 172, joint res­
olution to designate the period com­
mencing February 21, 1988, and 
ending February 27, 1988, as "National 
Visiting Nurse Association Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 9 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. RoTH], and the Senator from 
'lNashington <Mr. EvANS) were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 9, a concurrent resolution 
to provide for the display of the Na­
tional League of Families POW /MIA 
flag in the Capitol Rotunda. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 246 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. MATSUNAGA], the Senator from Il­
linois [Mr. DIXON], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. RocKEFELLER], the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD­
LEY], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
BREAUX], and the Senator from New 
York [Mr. D'AMATol were added as co­
sponsors of Senate Resolution 246, a 
resolution to honor Irving Berlin for 
the pleasure he has given to the Amer­
ican people through almost a century 
of his music. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU­
TION 78-WELCOMING THE 
DALAI LAMA OF TIBET ON THE 
OCCASION OF HIS VISIT TO 
THE UNITED STATES 
Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr. 

HELMS) submitted the following con­
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela­
tions: 

S. CON. RES. 78 
Whereas His Holiness the Dalai Lama of 

Tibet is a spiritual leader to millions of Bud­
dhists throughout the world, including 
many in the United States; 

Whereas His Holiness the Dalai Lama has 
persistently promoted justice, offered hope 
to the oppressed, and upheld the rights and 
dignity of all men and women regardless of 
faith, nationality, or political views; 

Whereas His Holiness the Dalai Lama is a 
world leader who has admirably and with 
dedication advanced the cause of regional 
and world peace through adherence to the 
doctrine of nonviolence; 

Whereas His Holiness the Dalai Lama has, 
through his example, his teachings, and his 
travels, furthered mutual understanding, re­
spect, and unity among nations and individ­
uals; and 

Whereas His Holiness the Dalai Lama will 
be visiting the United States in September 
1987: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (House of Repre­
sentatives concurring), That the Senate 
welcomes His Holiness the Dalai Lama of 
Tibet on the occasion of his visit to the 
United States, commends him for further­
ing the just and honorable causes that he 
has championed, and offers him the greet­
ings and good wishes of the people of the 
United States. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU­
TION 79-EXPRESSING SUP­
PORT FOR THE U.N. EFFORT 
TO END THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR 
AND END HUMAN RIGHTS VIO­
LATIONS IN IRAN 
Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. NICK­

LES, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. DIXON, Mr. WEICKER, and Mr. BAR­
BANES) submitted the following concur­
rent resolution, which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. CoN. RES. 79 
Whereas the United Nations has passed 

nine resolutions condemning the violation 
of human rights in Iran; 

Whereas the United Nations Subcommis­
sion on Prevention of Discrimination and 
Protection of Minorities stressed in Resolu­
tion 1987-12 that, to date, more than 
200,000 Iranians have been imprisoned, tor­
tured or executed because of their beliefs; 

Whereas information on 14,000 of those 
persons executed has been recently pub­
lished; 

Whereas despite the persistent requests 
over the past six years by the United Na­
tions and by many human rights organiza­
tions that the Iranian government allow a 
special representative of the United Nations 
Security Counsel to inspect Iranian prisons 
and to determine the true extent of torture 
in Iran, such requests have been ignored by 
the Iranian government; 

Whereas executions, including executions 
of children and members of religious mi­
norities, apparently still take place in Iran; 

Whereas the Khomeini government forc­
ibly dispatches children to the war fronts; 

Whereas the Khomeini government has 
brought the domestic economy of Iran to 
the brink of ruin by pouring the resources 
of the country into war making; 

Whereas Iran has rejected all proposals to 
end the seven year Iran-Iraq War. 

Whereas Iran has not responded positive­
ly to United Nations Security Council Reso­
lution 598 which calls for an end to the 
Iran-Iraq War; 

Whereas the Khomeini government con­
tinues to attack and intimidate the other 
countries of the Persian Gulf region; 

Whereas it is known that the Khomeini 
government supports terrorism and has 
used hostage taking as an instrument of for­
eign policy: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the United States Senate, the 
(House of Representatives concurring), That 
Congress-

(!) Expresses its solidarity with the citi­
zens of Iran, who must endure war and un­
precedented repression and extends its wish 
that the people of Iran will soon enjoy an 
end to that war and to internal repression; 

(2) Supports an official U.S. policy of com­
pletely halting the shipment of any kind of 
armament to the government of Iran; 

(3) Urges that the President make every 
effort to cooperate with the other nations 
of the United Nations to bring about an end 
to government sponsored torture in Iranian 
prisons and to pressure Iran to permit in­
spection of Iranian prisons by an interna­
tional delegation; and 

<4> Expresses support of all efforts made 
through the United Nations Security Coun­
cil to pressure the Khomeini government to 
accept peace and to end the carnage caused 
by the seven years of war. 

Iv.Ir. KERRY. On behalf of myself 
and several of my colleagues, I am sub­
mitting a concurrent resolution ex­
pressing support for U.N. efforts to 
end the Iran-Iraq war and condemning 
the continued human rights atrocities 
of the regime of Ayatollah Khomeini. 

Joining me in sponsoring this resolu­
tion are Senator DoN NICKLES, Sena­
tor TOM HARKIN, Senator CHARLES 
GRASSLEY, Senator WENDELL FORD, 
Senator TIMOTHY WIRTH, Senator 
PAUL SIMON, Senator BROCK ADAMS, 
Senator PATRICK MOYNIHAN, Senator 
MARK HATFIELD, Senator ALAN DIXON, 
Senator LOWELL WEICKER, and Senator 
PAUL SARBANES. 
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Mr. President, the blatant disregard more than 200,000 Iranians have been 

for human rights is the expressed imprisoned, tortured, or executed be­
policy of the Government of Iran. In cause of their beliefs or their opposi-
1985, Sa'eed Raja'i-Khorrassani, Aya- tion to the Government of the Ayatol­
tollah Khomeini's personal envoy to lah Kohmeini. Information has been 
the United Nations, stated unequivo- . recently published on 14,000 of those 
cally: persons executed by the Khomeini 

We do not claim that we observe human regime. These executions cannot be 
rights standards, for the Bill of Human justified under any pretense of beliefs, 
Rights and its contents are not criteria for religious or political. These executions 
us to judge by or to make decisions on . · · amount to little more than de facto 
we urge our critics not to criticize us for murders. 
violating what we do not believe in. According to Amnesty International, 

The Universal Declaration of executions in Iran are often preceded 
Human Rights was one of the first by no more than a summary trial last­
documents of the global community's ing but a few minutes. Amnesty Inter­
response to the horrors and barbarism national knows of no political case 
of the Holocaust. While many nations before a Revolutionary Court in 
of the world have not held themselves which the accused has been allowed to 
to the standards set forth in the Uni- have a lawyer. Charges and verdicts 
versa! Declaration of Human Rights, I are often kept secret, and there is no 
do not recall any government rejecting right of appeal. Most alarmingly, 
this document as has the regime of there are numerous reports of political 
Ayatollah Khomeini. detentions and executions of children 

While we recognize Iran's right to and pregnant women in Iran. 
base its laws on social, cultural, and re- Furthermore, Iran routinely uses 
ligious traditions, those laws must be torture against prisoners. Amnesty 
in accord with the human rights obli- lists beatings on the feet, floggings, 
gations that every nation in the world and hanging by the arms or wrists as 
has to it's own people. common methods of abuse used on 

Those of us who are sponsoring this prisoners of conscience. There have 
resolution believe it is appropriate to also been regular reports of sexual 
move forward as expeditiously as pos- abuse and mock executions. Such 
sible with it.s passag~. As we . are all practices cannot be defended as neces­
awar~~ !raman Pres1den~ Ali ~ha-_ sary under any rational system of jus­
mene 1 addressed the Umted NatiOns tice. Iran today is more reminiscent 
earlier this week, the very body which of Hitler:s Ger~any than a nation 
promulgated the Universal Declara- which follows the humane teachings 
tion of Human Rights. of the Koran. 

Iran is among those nations which The systematic violation of human 
has ratified the .~.N. Internat~o.nal rights in Iran is not limited to the 
C<;>Venant on. CIVIl and .. Political prison and court system, but is inher­
Rights. To reJect the legitimacy of ent in the Government's policies as it 
basic human rights, as has the Kho- conducts its war with Iraq. As with the 
me~i regime, is . to. license t.h.e unre- court system, Iran does not discrimi­
stramed and unlimited atrocities of a nate by age. The regime continues to 
gover~ent against its own people. dispatch forcibly children to the war 
That IS exactly what has happened, fronts. Iranian President Ali Kha­
and is continuing to happen in Iran mene'i explained Iran's rationale in 
today. 1985 stating: 

The Khomeini regime vehemently ou; enemies think if they publicize that 
accuses other nations of promoting vi- the Islamic Republic sends youngsters to 
olence and instability in the Persian the war fronts, we will fear the negative 
Gulf. Yet, this is the same regime who publicity and will back down and stop mobi­
refuses to abide by U.N. resolutions lizing youngsters ... The children and ado­
calling for a cease-fire and negotiated lescents themselves cry and beg to be sent 
solution to the Iran-Iraq conflict, and to the fronts. 
who continues to wage an internal war in reality, the ayatollahs, far from 
against its own people. being willing to sacrifice their lives in 

The United Nations has passed nine this so-called holy war, are content to 
resolutions condemning the violation send children to the war front to be 
of human rights in Iran. Yet, Iranians used as cannon fodder. 
continue to be routinely and system- No political conditions, including the 
atically denied even the most basic war with Iraq, can justify such a bla­
and fundamental of individual rights: tant disregard for the barbari~ human 
the right to life, to freedom of rights atrocities of the Khomeini 
thought and expression, to religious regime. 
and political beliefs, and the rights of Over the past 6 years, the United 
security of person and property. These Nations and many other respected 
are the actions of despots who must human rights organizations have re­
use repression to maintain their elitest peatedly requested that a special rep­
position in Iran. resentative of the U.N. Security Conn-

The U.N. Subcommission on the Pre- cil be permitted to inspect Iranian 
vention of Discrimination and Protec- prisons to determine the extent of tor­
tion of Minorities has stressed that ture used by the Government of Iran 

against its own people. These requests 
have been consistently rejected. The 
resolution we are introducing today, 
calls upon the Government of Iran to 
cooperate with the United Nations to 
halt the practice of state-sanctioned 
torture and political executions, and 
to open their prisons to inspection by 
respected international human rights 
organizations. 

The resolution also calls upon Iran 
to embrace the efforts being made by 
the United Nations to bring an end to 
the fighting between Iran and Iraq 
and to make a good faith effort tone­
gotiate a settlement to this dispute. To 
further this end, our resolution en­
dorses the policy of our Government 
calling for a total embargo in the ship­
ment of arms to Iran. 

Finally, in our resolution, we express 
our solidarity with the people of Iran, 
who have been forced to endure count­
less hardships and injustices to main­
tain a repressive regime in power. 
While the criticisms in this resolution 
are aimed at the Ayatollah Khomei­
ni's regime, we support the aspira­
tions of the Iranian people in their ef­
forts to throw off the yoke of tyranny. 
through this resolution, we are adding 
our angry "Joices to those of the rest of 
the international community in ex­
pressing our solidarity with the Irani­
an people themselves who have the 
misfortune to be ruled by despots. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

BOREN AMENDMENT NO. 713 
<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BOREN submitted an amend­

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill <S. 2) to amend the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to pro­
vide for a voluntary system of spend­
ing limits and partial public financing 
of Senate general election campaigns, 
to limit contributions by multicandi­
date political committees, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the follow­
ing new section: 

SEc. . Section 313 of the Federal Elec­
tion Campaign Act of 1971 <2 U.S.C. 439a) is 
amended by striking out "political party;" 
through the end of the paragraph and in­
serting in lieu thereof "political party.". 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AU­
THORIZATION ACT, FISCAL 
YEARS 1988 AND 1989 

WEICKER AMENDMENT NO. 714 
Mr. WEICKER proposed an amend­

ment to the bill <S. 1174) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal years 1988 
and 1989 for military activities of the 
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Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre­
scribe personnel strengths for such 
fiscal years for the Armed Forces, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 22, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 229. COOPERATIVE MEDICAL RESEARCH WITH 

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH 

Of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
section 201 or otherwise available to the De­
fense Agencies for research, development, 
test, and evaluation, the Secretary of De­
fense shall transfer $200,000,000 of the 
amount available for fiscal year 1988 and 
$200,000,000 of the amount available for 
fiscal year 1989 to the National Institutes of 
Health for the support of medical research 
conducted in the interest of the health of 
Armed Forces personnel. 

MURK:OWSKI <AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 715 

<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr. 

CRANSTON, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. MAT­
SUNAGA) submitted an amendment in­
tended to be proposed by them to the 
bill S. 117 4, supra; as follows: 

On page 114, between lines 13 and 14, 
insert the following: 
SEC. 812. TRANSPORTATION OF CI<~RTAIN BENEFICI­

ARIES OF THE VETERANS' ADMINIS­
TRATION ON DEPARTMENT OF DE­
FENSE AEROMEDICAL EVACUATION 
AIRCRAFT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 5011 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended-

(!) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub­
section (h); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the 
following new subsection (g): 

"(g)(l) The Secretary of the Defense and 
the Administrator shall enter into an agree­
ment that provides for the transportation of 
any primary beneficiary of the Veterans' 
Administration on any Department of De­
fense aircraft operating under the aeromedi­
cal evacuation system of the Department of 
Defense. 

"(2) An agreement entered into under 
paragraph (1) of this subsection shall in­
clude the following provisions: 

"(A) Transportation shall be furnished to 
a person on an aircraft referred to in para­
graph (1) of this subsection only if-

"(i) the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
notifies the Secretary of Defense that the 
person needs or has been furnished care and 
services in Veterans' Administration medical 
facilities and the Administrator requests 
such transportation in connection with the 
travel of such person to or from the Veter­
ans' Administration facility where the care 
and services are to be furnished or were fur­
nished to such person; 

"(ii) there is space available for such 
person on that aircraft; and 

"(iii) there is an adequate number of med­
ical and other service attendants to care for 
all persons being transported on such air­
craft. 

"(B) The persons eligible for transporta­
tion include persons located outside the con­
tinental United States and persons return­
ing to their residences outside the continen­
tal United States. 

"(C) A charge may not be imposed on any 
primary beneficiary of the Veterans' Admin­
istration or on the Veterans' Administration 

for transportation services furnished to 
such beneficiary by the Department of De­
fense under this section.". 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENT.-The 
Secretary of Defense and the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs shall enter into an 
agreement required by section 5011(g) of 
title 38, United States Code <as added by 
subsection (a)), not later than 60 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

McCAIN AMENDMENT No. 716 
<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend­

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the billS. 1174, supra; as follows: 

On page 114, between lines 13 and 14, 
insert the following: 
SEC. 812. INDIAN SUBCONTRACT SET-ASIDE INCEN­

TIVE PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 141 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
"§ 2410. Indian subcontract set-aside incentive 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The head of an agency 
named in clauses (1) through (4) of section 
2303(a) of this title shall pay an amount de­
termined under this section to any contrac­
tor who awards to an Indian organization or 
Indian-owned economic enterprise a subcon­
tract for the performance of any work for 
which the contractor is responsible under a 
contract awarded to the contractor by such 
agency. The amount paid under this section 
shall be in addition to the amount otherwise 
payable <without regard to this section) to 
the contractor by such agency under the 
contract. 

"(b) CALCULATION OF ADDITIONAL 
AMouNT.-The additional amount paid by 
the head of an agency to a contractor under 
subsection (a) shall be equal to 5 percent of 
the amount of the subcontract awarded by 
such contractor to the Indian organization 
or Indian-owned economic enterprise. 

"(C) ANNUAL REPORTS.-Not later than Oc­
tober 10 of each year, the Secretary of De­
fense shall submit to Congress a report con­
taining the number and total amount of the 
subcontracts referred to in subsection (a) 
that were awarded by contractors referred 
to in such subsection during the preceding 
fiscal year and the number and total 
amount of the payments made to such con­
tractors under this section during such 
fiscal year. 

"(d) DEFINITIONS.-In this section, the 
terms 'Indian organization' and 'Indian­
owned economic enterprise' have the same 
meanings provided for the terms 'organiza­
tions' and 'economic enterprise', respective­
ly. in section 3 of the Indian Financing Act 
of 1974 (88 Stat. 77; 25 U.S.C. 1452).". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table 
of sections at the beginning of such chapter 
is amended by adding at the end the follow­
ing new item: 
"2410. Indian subcontract set-aside incen­

tive.". 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the int0r­
mation of the Senate and the public, 
the scheduling of a field hearing 
before the Subcommittee on Water 
and Power of the Senate Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

The subcommittee would welcome 
testimony from State and local offi­
cials, as well as interested citizens re­
garding S. 1435, to authorize certain 
elements of the Yakima River Basin 
water enhancement project, and for 
other purposes. The hearing is sched­
uled for October 19, 1987, beginning at 
10 a.m. in room B of the Yakima 
Valley Visitors and Convention 
Bureau, 10 North 8th Street, Yakima, 
WA. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, you may wish to contact 
Russell R. Brown of the subcommittee 
staff at 224-2366. Those wishing to 
testify or who wish to submit a written 
statement for the hearing record 
should write to the Subcommittee on 
Water and Power, room SD-364, Dirk­
sen Senate Office Building, Washing­
ton, DC 20510. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit­
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
hold a hearing during the session of 
the Senate on September 23, 1987, on 
the nomination of Robert H. Bork to 
be Associate Supreme Court Justice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL SERVICES, POST 
OFFICE, AND CIVIL SERVICE 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom­
mittee on Federal Services, Post 
Office, and Civil Service, Committee 
on Governmental Affairs be author­
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, September 23, 
1987, to hear testimony on the impact 
of the proposed catastrophic health 
legislation on the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Program and on Fed­
eral annuitants. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit­
tee on Energy and Natural Resources, 
Subcommittee on Research and Devel­
opment be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes­
day, September 23, 1987, to receive tes­
timony on S. 1294, to promote the de­
velopment of technologies which will 
enable fuel cells to use alternative fuel 
cells to use alternative fuel sources; S. 
1295, to develop a national policy for 
the utilization of fuel cell technology; 
and S. 1296, to establish a hydrogen 
research and development program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit-
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tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
be authorized to meet during the ses­
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, Sep­
tember 23, 1987, to conclude action of 
our response to the reconciliation in­
structions under the budget resolu­
tion; S. 1145, amendments to the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
of 1971; S. 1084, and amendment No. 
176, United States Uranium Enrich­
ment Act; S. 1100, and amendment No. 
177, Uranium Revitalization and Tail­
ings Reclamation Act of 1987; S. 575, 
land conveyance to the Catholic Dio­
cese of Reno/Las Vegas; H.R. 1366, to 
provide for the transfer of certain 
lands in the State of Arizona; S. 57 4, 
the Battle Mountain Pasture Restora­
tion Act of 1987; S. 1012, to increase 
the amount authorized to be appropri­
ated for property acquisition, restora­
tion, and development, and for trans­
portation, educational and cultural 
programs, relating to the Lowell His­
torical Park. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the full Com­
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Septem­
ber 23, 1987, beginning to mark up 
clean air legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMI TTEE ON AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom­
mittee on Agricultural Credit, of the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, September 23, 1987, to 
mark up farm credit legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, September 23, 
1987, to hold a brief business meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

ARTHUR SCHLESINGER, JR. DIS­
CUSSES "THE INTENTIONS OF 
THE FRAMERS''-INTERNA­
TIONAL AFFAIRS 

• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the 
Center for Strategic and International 
Studies, known as CSIS, is celebrating 
its 25th anniversary. Originally estab­
lished in 1962 as a part of Georgetown 
University, the center has been sepa­
rated from Georgetown since July 1 of 
this year, functioning as an independ-

ent, nonpartisan policy research insti­
tute. It is now directed by Dr. Amos A. 
Jordan, and many of us have partici­
pated in its programs and benefitted 
from its publications. 

On September 15 CSIS sponsored a 
conference organized by its very able 
director of European studies, Robert 
E. Hunter, which was of particular sig­
nificance and timeliness. The subject: 
"The Constitution and Legislative-Ex­
ecutive Relations in International Af­
fairs." Leading off the conference as 
its first speaker was Prof. Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr., one of our Nation's 
most respected historians and schol­
ars. Professor Schlesinger addressed 
the fundamental Constitutional issue 
of "The Intentions of the Framers" re­
garding the legislative and executive's 
role in U.S. foreign relations. In doing 
so he illuminated a number of key 
issues facing us in these very days. 

Professor Schlesinger states the fol­
lowing general conclusion: 

The Framers, in short, envisaged a part­
nership between Congress and the President 
in the conduct of foreign affairs with Con­
gress as the senior partner. Hamilton's com­
ment in the 75th Federalist on the treaty­
making power applies to the broad legisla­
tive-executive balance in international af­
fairs: "The joint possession of the power in 
question, by the President and Senate, 
would afford a greater prospect of security 
than the separate possession of it by either 
of them." 

He then adds, drawing on his own 
long experience in the conduct of our 
foreign relations: 

Yet beneath the exact allocation as laid 
down by the Framers lies a deeper principle. 
In the field of foreign affairs the Constitu­
tion commands above all a partnership be­
tween the legislative and executive 
branches. The terms of the partnership may 
vary according to the pressures, political 
and geopolitical, of the day. That, in my 
view, is the way it should be. The essential 
questions to foreign policy belong in the po­
litical arena. They must be argued out 
before Congress and the electorate. The sa­
lient question must be the wisdom of the 
measures proposed. But, however the bal­
ance shifts, the partnership must remain. 
Neither branch of government has a divine 
right to prevail over the other. Congress 
must understand that it cannot conduct for­
eign policy. The Presidency must under­
stand that no foreign policy can last that is 
not founded on popular understanding and 
congressional consent. When we find means 
of making the partnership real, we remain 
faithful to the deeper intentions of the 
Framers. · 

Mr. President, these are wise words, 
and I commend them to my colleagues 
in all the branches of our Govern­
ment. They deserve to be read in their 
entirety, and I ask that Professor 
Schlesinger's statement at the CSIS 
conference be printed in the RECORD. 

The statement follows: 

THE LEGISLATIVE-EXECUTIVE BALANCE IN 
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS: THE INTENTIONS 
OF THE FRAMERS 

<By Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.) 
Historians, whether in the school of John 

Fiske or in the school of Charles A Beard, 
have been traditionally preoccupied with 
the domestic origins of the Constitution­
the chaos, real or alleged, of the Confedera­
tion; or the struggle, real or alleged, be­
tween property and democracy. This preoc­
cupation doubtless reflected the isolation­
ism prevailing in the United States in the 
placid times when "The Critical Period in 
American History" and "An Economic Inter­
pretation of the Constitution" were written. 

Yet the men who wrote the Constitution 
did not live in placid times. The new nation 
was a subversive republican experiment 
founded on principles that threatened all 
the monarchies of Europe. The achievement 
of a precarious independence offered no 
guarantee agains further attempts to extir­
pate republican principles. Already the Brit­
ish in the Northwest, the Spaniards in the 
South and Indians everywhere menaced the 
new republic. The Articles of Confederation 
gave Congress no effective power to raise 
revenues, enforce treaties create armies or 
wage war. "We have," Alexander Hamilton 
wrote in the 15th Federalist, "neither 
troops, nor treasury, nor government." 

National Security.-The defenselessness 
of the confederated states against military 
attack-was a prime motive in the move­
ment for constitutional reform. 

Foreign trade was almost as urgent an 
issue in bringing about the Constitution. 
Great Britian excluded the new nation from 
the West Indies and discriminated against 
American ships in British ports. Because 
the Articles of Confederation gave each 
state the power to conduct its own trade 
policy, Congress could not enforce commer­
cial treaties or retaliate against Britain by 
imposing restrictions on British trade. The 
revival of American trade required a nation­
al commercial policy. For this it was neces­
sary to grant Congress the power to regu­
late commerce. It was this issue that led to 
the Annapolis convention in 1786, and the 
Annapolis convention issued the call to 
Philadelphia in 1787. 

The Philadelphia convention, even if for­
eign policy did not bulk large in the debates, 
fully acknowledged the importance of na­
tional security as a motive for the new Con­
stitution. In proposing the Virginia Plan, 
Edmund Randolph listed the failure to pro­
vide for national security as the first among 
the defects of the Articles of Confederation 
and inability to achieve "counteraction of 
the commercial regulations of other na­
tions" as the third. 1 Hamilton similarly con­
demned the Confederation for deficiency in 
"all matters in which foreigners are con­
cerned." 2 Twenty-five of the first thirty 
Federalist Papers dealt with national securi­
ty and foreign relations. 

The remedy for the new nation's intern~ 
tional vulnerabilities was, in the view of ~he 
Framers, a strong central government e)Q.­
powered to create a standing army and 
navy, to regulate commerce and to enforce 
treaties. The idea, as Jefferson told Madi­
son, should be "to make us one nation as to 

• C C Tansill, ed, "Documents Illustrative of the 
Formation of the Union of the American States 
<Washington 1927), 115. 

2 F W Marks III, "Independence on Trial: Foreign 
Affairs and the Making of the Constitution" <Baton 
Rouge, 1973>. 142. 
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foreign concerns, and keep us distinct in do­
mestic ones." 3 But, given the separation of 
powers, how should foriegn policy authority 
be distributed in the new government? 
Where should the new powers be located? 
Here the Framers were unambiguous in 
their decisions. The vital powers in interna­
tional affairs were to be reserved for Con­
gress. 

Article I of the new Constitution there­
fore gave Congress not only the exclusive 
appropriations power-itself a potent instru­
ment of control-but the exclusive power to 
declare war, to raise and support armies, to 
provide and maintain a navy, to make rules 
for the government and regulation of the 
armed services and to grant letters of 
marque and reprisal-this last provision rep­
resenting the 18th century equivalent of re­
taliatory strikes and enabling Congress to 
authorize limited as well as formal war. 
Even Hamilton, the convention's foremost 
proponent of executive energy, endorsed 
this allocation of powers. His own plan 
would have given the Senate "the sole 
power of declaring war." 4 

Much is latterly made of Hamilton's state­
ment in the 23rd Federalist that the powers 
of natonal self-defense must "exist without 
limitation, because it is impossible to fore­
see or define the extent and variety of na­
tional exigencies, or the correspondent 
extent and variety of the means which may 
be necessary to satisfy them. The circum­
stances that endanger the safety of nations 
are infinite, and for this reason no constitu­
tional shackles can wisely be imposed on the 
power to which the care of it is committed. 
This power ought to be co-extensive with all 
the possible combinations of such circum­
stances." 

"But Hamilton was not asserting these un­
limited powers for the Presidency, as care­
less commentors have assumed. He was as­
serting them for the national government as 
a whole-that is, for Congress and the Presi­
dency together. Indeed, Hamilton expressly 
rejected the notion that foreign policy was 
the peculiar prerogative of the President. 
"The history of human conduct," he wrote 
in the 75th Federalist, "does not warrant 
that exalted opinion of human virtue which 
would make it wise in a nation to commit in­
terests of so delicate and momentous a kind, 
as those which concern its intercourse with 
the rest of the world, to the sole disposal of 
a magistrate created and circumstanced as 
would be a President of the United States." 

When one delegate argued that the war­
making power should be vested in the Presi­
dent, Elbridge Gerry of Massachusetts re­
sponded, evidently to general approbation, 
that the "never expected to hear in a repub­
lic a motion to empower the Executive alone 
to declare war." 5 No one can doubt the de­
termination of the Framers, in the words of 
James Wilson, to establish a procedure that 
"will not hurry us into war; it is calculated 
to guard against it. It will not be in the 
power of a single man, or a single body of 
men, to involve us in such distress." By 
giving the power to Congress, Wilson con­
tinued, "We may draw a certain conclusion 
that nothing but our national interest can 
draw us into a war." 6 Lincoln accurately ex-

3 Jefferson to Madison, 16 December 1786, 
"Papers of Thomas Jefferson, J.P. Boyd, ed, 
<Princeton, 1950 ->.X, 603. 

4 Trans ill, ed, "Documents," 980. 
s Tansill, ed, "Document," 562. 
e F.D. Wormuth and E.B. Firmage, "To Chain the 

Dog of War: The War Power of Congress in History 
and Law" <Dallas, 1986>. 30. 

pressed the purpose of the Framers when 
he wrote sixty years later that "they re­
solved to so frame the Constitution that no 
one man should hold the power of bringing 
this oppression upon us." 7 

National defense was the first priority in 
the conduct of foreign relations, and the 
Framers intended to place it substantially in 
the hands of Congress. The next priority 
was trade policy .. The Framers expected the 
foreign relations of the new republic would 
be primarily commercial rather than politi­
cal in character. America's "plan is com­
merce," as Thomas Paine wrote in 
"Common Sense," "and that well attended 
to, will secure us the peace and friendship 
of all Europe, because it is the interest of all 
Europe to have America as free port" 8 

Washington set forth the policy in his Fare­
well Address: "The great rule of conduct for 
us in regard to foreign nations is, in extend­
ing our commercial relations to have with 
them as little political connection as possi­
ble." Given the unmistakable priority the 
Framers gave commercial over political rela­
tions, it is signficant that the Constitution 
vested control over this primary aspect of 
foreign policy to Congress, assigning it the 
express and unqualified power "to regulate 
Commerce with foreign Nations." 

While reserving the vital foreign policy 
powers for Congress, the Framers in the last 
weeks of the convention did provide the ex­
ecutive a role in the conduct of national se­
curity affairs. The convention authorized 
the President to receive foreign envoys. 
Abandoning earlier drafts giving the Senate 
power to negotiate treaties and appoint am­
bassadors, it now conferred these powers on 
the President, though he had to act with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. In­
stead of giving Congress the exclusive power 
to "make" war, as the draft before the con­
vention provided, Madison and Gerry moved 
to replace "make" by "declare" in order to 
leave "to the Executive the power to repel 
sudden attacks." 9 

The President, moreover, was constitu­
tionally designated commander in chief of 
the armed services. ·The Framers saw this, 
however, as a ministerial function, not as an 
independent source of executive authority. 
"Of all the cares and concerns of govern­
ment," Hamilton observed in the 74th Fed­
eralist, "the direction of war most peculiarly 
demands those qualities which distinguish 
the exercise of power by a single hand." 
Making the President commander in chief 
not only made for military efficiency; it 
would also assure civilian control of the 
military establishment and guard against 
the ambitions of overreaching generals. 

But Hamilton took care to say <in the 
69th Federalist) that the designation 
"would amount to nothing more than the 
supreme command and direction of the mili­
tary and naval forces." He contrasted this 
limited assignment with the power of the 
British king-a power that, he said, "ex­
tends to the declaring of war and to the 
ra1smg and regulating of fleets and 
armies,-all which, by the Constitution 
under consideration, would appertain to the 
legislature." As Hamilton specified in pre­
senting his own plan to the convention, the 
President should only "have the direction of 
war when authorized or begun." 10 

7 Lincoln to W.H. Herndon, 15 February 1848, 
Lincoln, "Collected Works," R.P. Basler, ed <New 
Brunswick, 1953>, I, 451-452. 

8 Thomas Paine, "Common Sense" <Dolphin pa­
perback), 31. 

9 Tansill, ed, "Documents," 562. 
1o Tansill, ed, "Documents," 979. 

In modern times the commander in chief 
clause has become a particular vehicle of ex­
aggerated claims for unilateral executive au­
thority. Some politicians and pundits talk as 
if the President were commander in chief 
not just of the armed forces but of the 
nation. But the Framers never intended the 
commander in chief clause as a grant of in­
dependent or inherent power, nor has the 
Supreme Court ever ruled that this clause 
enlarges presidential power. 

In marked contrast to the specific grants 
of authority made to Congress, the Consti­
tution contributed little to presidential au­
thority in foreign affairs. However, Article 
II gave the President general executive 
power; and, as the 64th and 75th Federalist 
Papers emphasized, the structural charac­
teristics of the Presidency-unity, secrecy, 
decision, despatch, superior sources of infor­
mation-illustrated "the benefits of the con­
stitutional agency of the President in the 
conduct of foreign negotiations." Still, it 
must not be forgotten that, as one scholar 
has put it, "the delegates assumed that dip­
lomatic negotiations per se would be rare, 
that foreign relations would be commercial 
in nature, and that treaties would be 
few." 11 

The Framers, in short, envisaged a part­
nership between Congress and the President 
in the conduct of foreign affairs with Con­
gress as the senior partner. Hamilton's com­
ment in the 75th Federalist on the treaty­
making power applies to the broad legisla­
tive-executive balance in international af­
fairs: "The joint possession of the power in 
question, by the President and Senate, 
would afford a greater prospect of security 
than the separate possession of it by either 
of them." 

Still, the text of the Constitution was too 
full of generality, ambiguity, omission and 
overlapping grants of authority to settle the 
range of problems arising in the conduct of 
foreign affairs. The result, as E.S. Corwin 
famously put it, was to make of the Consti­
tution "an invitation to struggle for the 
privilege of directing American foreign 
policy." 12 The struggle began almost at 
once. We hear much these days from Attor­
ney General Meese and Judge Bork about 
the virtues of original intent. It can only be 
said that they appear more certain about 
the dictates of original intent than the 
original intenders were. For a short six 
years after the Philadelphia convention 
Madison and Hamilton, who had helped 
frame the Constitution, who had thereafter 
collaborated in writing the Federalist 
Papers and who were almost uniquely quali­
fied to say what the sacred document 
'really' meant, were engaged in bitter con­
troversy over the constitutional allocation 
of powers in foreign affairs. 

It was this debate that moved Justice 
Jackson in his opinion in the steel seizure 
case to his conclusive refutation of original 
intent: "Just what our forefathers did envi­
sion, or would have envisaged had they fore­
seen modern conditions, must be divined 
from materials almost as enigmatic as the 
dreams Joseph was called upon to interpret 
for Pharaoh. A century and a half of parti­
san debate and scholarly speculation yields 
no net result but only supplies more or less 
apt quotations from respected sources on 
each side of the question. 

1 1 Marks, "Independence on Trial," 155. 
12 E.S. Corwin, "The President: Office and 

Powers" <New York, 1940>, 200. 
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The issue between Hamilton and Madison 

was President Washington's unilateral dec­
laration of American neutrality in the war 
between Great Britain and France. Hamil­
ton contended that the powers of declaring 
war and ratifying treaties bestowed by the 
Constitution on Congress were exceptions to 
the general executive power vested by Arti­
cle II in the President and that the power to 
proclaim neutrality represented a legitimate 
exercise of general executive power. Madi­
son insisted that Congress's war-making 
power must include everything necessary to 
make that power effective, including control 
of neutrality policy. Washington eventually 
came more or less to Madison's position, and 
neutrality became thereafter a congression­
al prerogative, with unfortunate conse­
quences for the republic in the 1930s. 

Presidential claims were more successful 
in other areas. Congress was not equipped 
structurally to direct many aspects of for­
eign policy. As Hamilton put it in the 75th 
Federalist, "Accurate and comprehensive 
knowledge of foreign politics; a steady and 
s~stematic adherence to the same views; a 
mce and uniform sensibility to national 
character; decision, secrecy, and despatch, 
are incompatible with the genius of a body 
so variable and so numerous." Even Jeffer­
son as President Washington's first Secre­
tary of State affirmed, "The transaction of 
business with foreign nations is Executive 
altogether." 13 This is the meaning of the 
proposition put forward by John Marshall 
in the House of Representatives in 1799 
that the President is "the sole organ of the 
nation in its external relations, and its sole 
representative with foreign nations." But 
Marshall, as Professors Wormuth and Fir­
mage have pointed out, never contended 
that "the President's exclusive power to 
communicate with other nations on behalf 
of the United States involved power to make 
foreign policy." 14 The "sole organ" doctrine 
was conceived as procedural, not substan­
tive, in character. 

Nevertheless even the power to communi­
cate was capable of expansion. So the right 
to receive foreign envoys was soon translat­
ed into the right to recognize foreign gov­
ernments. In similar fashion the executive 
began his long process of encroachment on 
the war-making power confided by the 
Framers to Congress. 

Jefferson himself, the apostle of strict 
construction, sent a naval squadron to the 
Mediterranean under secret orders to fight 
the Barbary pirates, applied for congres­
sional sanction six months later and then 
misled Congress as to the nature of the 
orders. He unilaterally authorized the sei­
zure of armed vessels in waters extending to 
the Gulf Stream, engaged in rearmament 
without congressional appropriations, with­
held information from Congress and in­
voked John Locke's doctrine of emergency 
prerogative to justify presidential action 
beyond congressional authorization. 

Newspaper pundits today like to cite the 
Louisiana Purchase as a further example of 
unilateral presidential initiative exercised 
independently of Congress. I need not tell 
this audience how wrong this idea is. Con­
gress set up the clamor for Louisiana, con­
firmed the envoys who negotiated the pur­
chase, appropriated the funds for the pur­
chase, ratified the treaty consummating the 
purchase and authorized the President to 

13 24 April 1790. "The Complete Jefferson," S.K. 
Padover, ed. <New York, 1943>. 138-139. 

14 Wormuth and Firmage, "To Chain the Dog of 
War," 181-182. 

receive the purchase and to establish gov­
ernment in the newly acquired territory. 
Jefferson's constitutional doubts concerned 
the authority of the national government 
President and Congress combined, to anne~ 
new territory. The Louisiana Purchase was 
definitely not an act of executive aggran­
dizement. 

Other early Presidents did imitate Jeffer­
son's unilateral initiatives. As Judge Sofaer 
has shown in his magistral work "War, For­
eign Affairs and Constitutional Power: The 
Origins," unauthorized presidential adven­
turism thrived in the early republic. Wheth­
er the pattern this revealed legalizes unilat­
eral war-making by modern Presidents is an­
other matter. Sofaer's surmise is that early 
Presidents deliberately selected venture­
some agents, deliberately kept their mis­
sions secret, deliberately gave them vague 
instructions, deliberately failed either to ap­
prove or disapprove their constitutionally 
questionable plans and deliberately denied 
Congress the information to determine 
whether aggressive acts were authorized­
all precisely because the Presidents wanted 
their men in the field to do things they 
knew lay beyond the constitutional right to 
command. "At no time," Sofaer writes of 
the classical period, "did the executive claim 
'inherent' power to initiate military ac­
tions." 15 

This is the vital distinction between early 
and contemporary Presidents-the distinc­
tion between the usurpation of power, 
which creates no constitutional precedent, 
and the illegitimate expansion of constitu­
tional claims. This distinction is further il­
lustrated in the case of two Presidents who 
undertook plainly unconstitutional acts in 
times of authentic national emergency 
when the life of the nation was genuinely at 
stake. Acting upon Locke's doctrine of emer­
gency prerogative, Lincoln in 1861 and the 
second Roosevelt in 1941 did manifestly un­
constitutional things-actions, as Lincoln 
later told Congress, that, "whether strictly 
legal or not, were ventured upon under 
what appeared to be a popular demand and 
a public necessity; trusting then as now that 
Congress would readily ratify them." But 
neither Lincoln nor Roosevelt claimed an in­
herent presidential right to do these things. 
The claim of inherent presidential power is 
a product of the late 20th century. 

One Supreme Court decision has been in­
voked in recent days both as a broader justi­
fication of such inherent power and as a his­
torical explanation of the legislative-execu­
tive balance, presumably as understood by 
the Framers. This is the celebrated Curtiss­
Wright case of 1936. Those who invoke Cur­
tiss-Wright have not read the decision with 
much care. For the Court in Curtiss-Wright 
did not decide anything about inherent 
presidential power in the field of foreign af­
fairs. Rather the contrary: it affirmed the 
power of Congress to impose arms embargos 
and further affirmed the right of Congress 
to delegate to the President power to insti­
tute a particular embargo if he found that 
the embargo would contribute to the rees­
tablishment of peace between the warring 
countries. The decision, in short, sanctioned 
presidential action within a framework or­
dained by Congress. It did not sanction inde­
pendent presidential action. As Justice Jack­
son wrote in the steel seizure case, Curtiss­
Wright "involved, not the question of the 
President's right to act without congression-

15 A.D. Sofaer, "War, Foreign Affairs and Consti­
tutional Power: The Origins" <Cambridge, Mass., 
1976>. 377-379. 

al authority, but the question of his right to 
act under and in accord with an Act of Con­
gress." 

In writing the decision, Justice Suther­
land faced a potential embarrassment. For 
the year before a unanimous Court in the 
Schechter case had struck down the law es­
tablishing the National Recovery Adminis­
tration as an unconstitutional and invalid 
delegation of congressional power to the 
President. It was therefore necessary for 
the Court in upholding the presidential 
action in the Curtiss-Wright case to distin­
guish delegation in domestic policy from 
delegation in foreign policy. Drawing this 
distinction led Sutherland into a long and 
dubious historical excursion. He argued that 
the power to conduct foreign policy did not 
derive from the Constitution but was an at­
tribute of sovereignty, transferred directly 
from the British crown to the new American 
government. He also gave Marshall's famous 
phrase about the President as "sole organ of 
the nation in its external relations" a sub­
stantive interpretation, asserting "the very 
delicate, plenary and exclusive power of the 
President as the sole organ of the federal 
government in the field of international re­
lations-a power which does not require as a 
basis for its exercise an act of Congress." 
For these and other reasons, legislation in 
foreign affairs "must often accord to the 
President a degree of discretion and free­
dom from statutory restriction which would 
not be admissible were domestic affairs 
alone involved." 

These views Justice Jackson dismissed as 
dicta-that is, as opinions aside from the 
point to be decided and therefore not part 
of the Court's holding. Nor indeed has the 
Court ever upheld the proposition that the 
President has an extra-constitutional source 
of power in international affairs. 1 s The deci­
sion in Curtiss-Wright gave the Imperial 
Presidency rhetorical encouragement but 
not constitutional vindication. 

My brief today is the intentions of the 
Framers, and I must leave subsequent 
changes in the legislative-executive balance 
to the masterful hands of Professor Burns. 
But I cannot refrain from noting the dilem­
ma in which this historical recital places an 
administration fervently devoted to what 
the Attorney General has called "the Juris­
prudence of Original Intention." 17 For no 
one can doubt that the original intent of 
the Framers was to deny the executive 
branch of government the power to bring 
the country into war. Their original intent 
was, beyond any conceivable or arguable 
question, to reject the heresy that foreign 
policy was the private preserve and property 
of the President. So far as presidential 
power in war-making and in foreign policy 
generally are concerned, the Attorney Gen­
eral's administration, like most administra­
ti_ons over the last forty years, denies, repu­
diates and tramples on the original intent of 
the Framers. Whatever happened to the At­
torney General's passion for original intent 
when his President, without congressional 
authorization, initiated military action in 
Grenada, Lebanon, Libya and the Persian 
Gulf? 

This should trouble the doughty champi­
on of the Jurisprudence on Original Inten-

16 See C.A. Lofgren, "United States v. Curtiss­
Wright Export Corporation: An Historical Reas­
sessment," 83 " Yale Law Journal" (1973) and the 
discussion in Wormuth and Firmage, "To Chain the 
Dog of War," 180-183, 206-211. 

17 Edwin Meese, Address before the American Bar 
Association, 9 July 1985 <mimeographed), 15. 
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tion, but I doubt that it does. Fortunately 
the Attorney General does not believe in 

· original intent as a neutral principle to be 
applied impartially across the board. He in­
vokes it only when it promotes the purposes 
of the administration he serves. Still I do 
not think it unfair to ask the paladins of 
original intent either to apply it to foreign 
policy and the war-making power or to shut 
up about it altogether. 

Nor, I must confess, does the administra­
tion's departure from original intent trouble 
me on constitutional grounds. As one who 
agrees with Woodrow Wilson that the Con­
stitution is "the vehicle of a nation's life," 
and that its meaning is determined "not by 
the original intentions of those who drew 
the paper, but by the exigencies and the 
new aspects of life itself," 18 I am prepared 
for a modulation and adjustment of the 
Constitution in response to the perceived 
and imperative needs of the day-always 
within the framework of basic constitution­
al principles. As Justice Holmes put it in 
Missouri v. Holland, the words of the Con­
stitution "have called into life a being the 
development of which could not have been 
foreseen by the most gifted of its beget­
ters .... The case before us must be consid­
ered in the light of our whole experience 
and not merely in that of what was said a 
hundred years ago." 

We can agree, I think, first, that the origi­
nal intent of the Framers on the legislative­
executive balance in international affairs, is 
clear and indisputable and, second, that this 
original intent has never effectively con­
trolled policy almost from the start of the 
republic and has been explicitly repudiated 
by most Presidents since President Tru­
man's decision to go into Korea without 
congressional authorization in 1950. 

Yet beneath the exact allocation as laid 
down by the Framers lies a deeper principle. 
In the field of foreign affairs the Constitu­
tion commands above all a partnership be­
tween the legislative and executive 
branches. The terms of the partnership may 
vary according to the pressures, political 
and geopolitical, of the day. That, in my 
view, is the way it should be. The essential 
questions of foreign policy belong in the po­
litical arena. They must be argued out 
before Congress and the electorate. The sa­
lient question must be the wisdom of the 
measures proposed. But, however, the bal­
ance shifts, the partnership must remain. 
Neither branch of government has a divine 
right to prevail over the other. Congress 
must understand that it cannot conduct for­
eign policy. The Presidency must under­
stand that no foreign policy can last that is 
not founded on popular understanding and 
congressional consent. When we find means 

' of making the partnership real, we remain 
faithful to the deeper intentions of the 
Framers. 

In the end the nature of the balance is a 
political question. "If the people ever let 
command of the war power fall into irre­
sponsible and unscrupulous hands," Justice 
Jackson reminded us in the Korematsu 
case," the courts wield no power equal to its 
restraint. The chief restraint upon those 
who command the physical forces of the 
country, in the future as in the past, must 
be their responsibility to the political judg­
ments of their contemporaries and to the 
moral judgments of history." • 

18 Woodrow Wilson, "Constitutional Government 
in the United States" <New York, 1908), 157, 192. 

FREE TRADE? WHY ONLY THE 
UNITED STATES? 

• Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, lately, it 
seems that many people have been 
striving to downplay the role that the 
decline of manufacturing has had on 
the U.S. trade deficit in as many vari­
ous ways as possible. They argue that 
the U.S. service sector is growing, so 
we do not need increased manufactur­
ing. Or they argue that we can export 
high technology and information-in­
tensive goods instead of traditional 
manufactured ones, and still maintain 
our competitive edge. It is this latter 
argument which is quite forcefully re­
jected in a recent article in Forbes 
magazine entitled, "Does Anyone 
Really Believe in Free Trade?" 

This article examines the Brazilian 
Government's role in the development 
of its nascent computer industry in 
the early 1980's and shows that the 
Government was very active in pro­
tecting and encouraging its growth. 
Not only did the Brazilians outlaw the 
domestic production of computers by 
non-Brazilian firms, but they also 
passed the 1984 Informatica Law, 
which, "in effect, legalizes stealing-so 
long as the victims are U.S. technology 
exporters," says the author. Brazilian 
companies can hire United States edu­
cated engineers, buy and copy expen­
sively developed and produced high 
technology, and then make inexpen­
sive copies which they export back to 
the United States. This obviously un­
dermines the U.S. computer industry, 
since its knowledge and product devel­
opment are its most valuable re­
sources. 

I bring this article to Senators' at­
tention because it uses the example of 
Brazil to make an argument I have 
been making for some time-that free 
trade is in everybody's interest as a 
global concept, but that happy state 
will not be reached simply by the 
United States accepting more imports. 
Rather achieving it will likely demand 
some hard-nosed tactics. This article 
clearly presents a good example of 
why our trade balance problems must 
be confronted not simply with a weak­
ening dollar, but with a comprehensive 
trade policy that employs carefully 
thought-out tactics to achieve its ob­
jectives, such as is found in the trade 
bill recently passed by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask that this article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
DOES ANYONE REALLY BELIEVE IN FREE 

'TRADE? 
<By Norman Gail> 

Never mind if the U.S. loses its manufac­
turing skills, we'll just import manufactured 
goods and pay for them by exporting high 
technology and knowledge-oriented prod­
ucts. Steel in, software out. Autos in, micro­
chips out. 

That's a comforting theory held by a lot 
of people. Is it workable? Increasingly it 
looks as if it is not workable. The whole con-

cept is being seriously undermined as U.S. 
innovations in technology are adopted not 
only by Japan but also by such fast-develop­
ing countries as South Korea, Brazil, 
Taiwan, even India. 

While these countries are more than 
happy to sell us manufactured goods, they 
closely control their own imports of technol­
ogy goods they buy from us. Exports of 
computers and other high-technology prod­
ucts from the U.S. are still huge, but the 
long-term prospects are in question. In areas 
of medium technology, mini-computers in 
particular, developing countries are adapt­
ing or stealing U.S. technology or licensing 
it cheaply to manufacture on their own. 
Many of the resulting products are flooding 
right back into the U.S. 

The Japanese developed this policy to a 
fine art: Protect your home market and 
then, as costs decline with volume, manufac­
ture for export at small marginal cost. A 
good many developing countries have adopt­
ed the Japanese technique. 

Against such deliberate manipulation of 
markets, what avails such a puny weapon as 
currency devaluation? Whether the dollar is 
cheap or dear is almost irrelevant. Free 
trade is something we all believe in until it 
clashes with what we regard as vital nation­
al economic interests. 

These are the broad trends. Now meet 
Touma Makdassi Elias, 41, an engineer born 
in Aleppo, Syria. Elias has a master's degree 
in computer science from San Jose State, in 
Silicon Valley, and a doctorate from Cran­
field Institute of Technology in England. 
Grounded in European and U.S. technology, 
Elias is now a Brazilian. 

His company, Microtec, is Brazil's first 
and biggest producer of personal computers. 
Elias came to Sa.o Paulo eight years ago to 
teach night classes in engineering. In 1982 
the Brazilian government banned imports of 
small computers. Seizing the opportunity, 
Elias started making the machines in the 
basement of a supermarket in the industrial 
suburb of Diadema. 

Technology? "We worked from IBM tech­
nical manuals," Elias told FoRBEs." We had 
a product on the market by 1983. We start­
ed making 20 machines a month. Soon we'll 
be making 2,400. Now my brother may be 
joining our firm. He's a graduate of the 
Sloan School of Management at MIT. He's 
been managing an investment company in 
Dubai, in the Persian Gulf, but we need him 
here. Brazil is one of the world's fastest­
growing computer markets." 

There you have it in a nutshell: foreign­
ers, some of them U.S.-educated, copying­
stealing, to be blunt-U.S. technology and 
reproducing it with protection from their 
own governments. An isolated development? 
No, this is the rule, not the exception, in 
much of the world. How, under such circum­
stances, can the U.S. expect to reap the 
fruits of its own science and technology? 

Time was when technology spread slowly. 
Communications were sluggish and nations 
went to great lengths to keep technological 
innovations secret. In northern Italy 300 
years ago, stealing or disclosing the secrets 
of silk-spinning machinery was a crime pun­
ishable by death. The machines were repro­
duced in England by John Lombe only after 
he spent two years at risky industrial espio­
nage in Italy. At the height of the Industri­
al Revolution, Britain protected its own su­
premacy in textile manufacture through 
laws banning both exports of machines and 
emigration of men who knew how to build 
and run them. 
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These embargoes on the export of tech­

nology were eventually breached. France 
sent industrial spies to England and paid 
huge sums to get British mechanics to emi­
grate. By 18- there were some 2,000 British 
technicians on the European continent, 
building machines and training a new gen­
eration of technicians. A young British ap­
prentice, Samuel Slater, memorized the 
design of the spinning frame and migrated 
to the U.S. in 1789, later establishing a tex­
tile factory in Pawtucket, R.I. So, in the 
end, the technology became commonplace, 
but it took decades, and, in the meantime, 
England was profiting handsomely from its 
pioneering. 

Not so today, when 30% of the students at 
MIT are foreigners, many destined to return 
to their native lands and apply what they 
learn of U.S. technology. What once was 
forbidden, today is encouraged. Come share 
our knowledge. 

Consider the case of Lisiong Shu Lee, born 
in Canton, China in 1949, raised in Rio de 
Janeiro, now product planning manager for 
SID Informatica, one of Brazil's big three 
computer companies. Like many leading 
Brazilian computer technicians, Lee is an 
engineering graduate of the Brazilian air 
force's prestigious Aerospace Technical In­
stitute near Sao Paulo. Born in China, 
raised in Brazil, educated in the U.S. "When 
I was only 24," Lee says, "I was sent to the 
U.S. to debug and officially approve the 
software for the Landsat satellite surveys 
devised by Bendix Aerospace," Lee later 
worked eight years with Digital Equip­
ment's Brazilian subsidiary. 

Like Microtec's Elias, Lee had learned 
most of what he knew from the Americans. 
In teaching this pair-and tens of thousands 
like them-U.S. industry and the U.S. aca­
demics created potential competitors who 
knew most of what the Americans had pain­
fully and expensively learned. Theft? No. 
Technology transfer? Yes. 

In Brazil over the past few years, the 
Syrian-born, U.S.-educated Elias played cat­
and-mouse with lawyers representing IBM 
and Mircrosoft over complaints that Micro­
tee and other Brazilian personal computer 
makers have been plagiarizing IBM's BIOS 
microcode and Microsoft's MS-DOS oper­
ational software used in the IBM PC. The 
case was settled out of court. Brazilian man­
ufacturers claimed their products are differ­
ent enough from the original to withstand 
accusations of copyright theft. 

Where theft and copying are not directly 
involved in the process of technology trans­
fer, developing countries find ways to get 
U.S. technology on terms that suit them. 
They get it cheaply. Before President Jose 
Sarney departed for his September visit to 
Washington, the Brazilian government tried 
to ease diplomatic tensions by announcing 
approval of IBM's plans to expand the prod­
uct line of its assembly /test plant near Sao 
Paulo. IBM will invest $70 million to devel­
op Brazilian capacity for producing the 5-gi­
gabyte 3380 head disk assembly <HDA>. 

Ah, but there is a tradeoff involved in the 
seeming concession by the Brazilians. The 
tradeoff is that IBM's expansion will greatly 
improve the technical capabilities of local 
parts suppliers to make a wider range of 
more sophisticated products. About a third 
of the key components in IBM's HDA cata­
log will be imported, but Brazilian suppliers 
will get help in providing the rest, some in­
volving fairly advanced technologies. 

But does what happens in Brazil matter 
all that much? Brazil, after all, is a relative­
ly poor country and accounts for a mere $3 

billion in the U.S. $160 billion negative 
trade balance. Brazil matters very much. 
For one thing, what happens there happens 
in similar ways in other developing coun­
tries-and some developed ones as well. 
Brazil, moreover, is fast adapting to the 
computer age. The Brazilian computer in­
dustry employs over 100,000 people. It in­
cludes everything from the gray market of 
Sao Paulo's Boca de Lixo district to the 
highly profitable overseas subsidiaries of 
IBM and Unisys. Both subsidiaries have 
been operating in Brazil for more than six 
decades and, for the time being, have been 
profiting from Brazil's closed-market poli­
cies. It includes many manufacturer/assem­
blers of micro- and minicomputers and of 
peripherals. Companies also are appearing 
that supply such parts as step motors for 
printers and disk drives, encoders, multilay­
er circuit boards, high-resolution monitors, 
plotters and digitizers. The Brazilian market 
is bristling with new computer publications: 
two weekly newspapers, ten magazines and 
special sections of daily newspapers. 

Brazil is only a few years into the comput­
er age. Its per capita consumption of micro­
chips works out to only about $1.40 per 
capita among its 140 million inhabitants, vs. 
$100 in Japan, $43 in the U.S. and about $6 
in South Korea. But given the potential size 
of the market and Brazil's rapid industriali­
zation, it could one day absorb more person­
al computers than France or West Germa­
ny. 

The point is simply this: In their natural 
zeal to make Brazil a modern nation rather 
than a drawer of water and hewer of wood, 
its leaders are determined to develop high­
technology industry, whether they must 
beg, borrower of steal the means. Failing to 
develop high-technology industry would be 
to court disaster in a country where millions 
go hungry. But in doing what they must, 
the leaders of Brazil and other developing 
countries run strongly counter to the eco­
nomic interests of the U.S. 

Because of these nationalistic policies, for­
eign-owned firms are banned from compet­
ing in Brazil's personal computer and mini­
computer market. Brazil's computer indus­
try is not high tech, if that means being 
near the cutting edge of worldwide techno­
logical advance. But it does show the ability 
of Brazilian businessmen and technicians to 
shop for and absorb standard technology, 
without paying development costs. In com­
puters, where knowledge is the most expen­
sive component, it becomes cheap to manu­
facture if you get the knowledge free or 
almost free. The U.S. develops, Brazil copies 
and applies. There are perhaps a dozen Bra­
zils today. 

"We're a late entry and pick the best tech­
nology," says Ronald Leal, 36, co-owner of 
Comicro, a CAD/CAM equipment and con­
sulting firm. "We don't waste money on 
things that don't work. In 1983 we saw a 
market here for CAD/CAM done with 
microcomputers. We ~hopped around the 
States and made a deal with T&W Systems, 
a $10 million California company that has 
18% of the U.S. CAD/CAM market. T&W 
helped us a lot. We sent people to train and 
they came to teach us." 

Co micro learned fast. Says Leal: "We de­
veloped new software applications that 
we're now exporting to T&W." 

Brazil exporting computer designs to the 
U.S.? Only five years after IBM began creat­
ing a mass market for the personal comput­
er, the U.S. home market is being invaded 
by foreign products-of which Comicro's are 
only a tiny part. Technological secrets 
scarcely exist today. 

Aren't the Brazilians and the others 
simply doing what the U.S. did a century 
and a half ago-protecting its infant indus­
tries? 
If that were all, the situation might not be 

so serious for the U.S. But pick up any U.S. 
newspaper these days and count the adver­
tisements for Asian-made personal comput­
ers claiming to be the equivalent of the IBM 
PC but selling at maybe two-thirds of IBM's 
price. 

According to Dataquest, a market re­
search firm, Asian suppliers will produce 
nearly 4.5 million personal computers this 
year. At that rate, they should capture one­
third of the world market by next year. 
Taiwan now is exporting 60,000 personal 
computer motherboards and systems 
monthly, 90% of which are IBM-compatible. 
Of these, 70% go to the U.S. and most of the 
rest to Europe. Korea, Hong Kong and 
Singapore together ship another 20,000 
each month. 

Dataquest says it takes only three weeks 
after a new U.S. made product is introduced 
before it is copied, manufactured and 
shipped back to the U.S. from Asia. 

Thus the U.S. bears the development costs 
while foreigners try to cream off the market 
before the development costs can be re­
couped. That is the big danger. The days 
when a person could be executed for indus­
trial espionage are gone. 

President Reagan recently warned that 
the U.S. is being victimized by the interna­
tional theft of American creativity. Too 
many countries turn a blind eye when their 
citizens violate patent and copyright laws. 
In 1985-86 U.S. diplomats successfully pres­
sured Korea, Singapore, Malaysia, Taiwan, 
Hong Kong and Thailand to pass or at least 
to draft legislation enforcing patents and 
copyrights more strictly. Brazil is a major 
holdout. 

The difficulties between Brazil and the 
U.S. over computers crystallized in the 1984 
Informatica law, which Brazil's Congress 
passed overwhelmingly near the end of two 
decades of military rule. The law, in effect, 
legalizes stealing-so long as the victims are 
U.S. technology exporters. Complains the 
head of a leading multinational whose busi­
ness has been curtailed under the new law: 
"They want our technology but want to kill 
our operations. This whole show is spon­
sored by a handful of sharp businessmen 
with connections in Brasilia who are making 
piles of money from their nationalism." 

The new law formally reserved the Brazil­
ian micro- and minicomputer market for 
wholly owned Brazilian firms. It allowed 
wholly owned subsidiaries of foreign compa­
nies-IBM and Unisys-to continue import­
ing, assembling and selling mainframes, but 
not out of any sense of fairness. It was 
simply that Brazilian companies were 
unable to take over that end of the business. 

Under the law, joint ventures with foreign 
firms were allowed only if Brazilians owned 
70% of the stock and had "technological 
control" and "decision control." 

The main instruments for implementing 
this policy were tax incentives and licensing 
of imports of foreign hardware and know­
how, all to be approved by the secretariat of 
information [SEll. 

In 1981 Brazil's then-military government 
decreed that SEI would control the comput­
er and semiconductor industries and imports 
of any and all equipment containing chips. 
The implications are especially ominous for 
U.S. interests: Brazil's SEI is modeled, quite 
openly, on Japan's notorious Ministry of 
International Trade & Industry <MIT!). 
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Brazil's computer policy today follows the 
line of a mid-Fifties report by MITI's Re­
search Committee on the Computer. 

In the 1950s and 1960s MIT! used Japan's 
tight foreign exchange controls to ward off 
what its nationalist superbureaucrat of the 
day, Shigeru Sahashi called "the invasion of 
American capital." In long and bitter negoti­
ations in the late Fifties, Sahashi told IBM 
executives: "We will take every measure to 
obstruct the success of your business unless 
you license IBM patents to Japanese firms 
and charge them no more than 5% royalty." 
In the end, IBM agreed to sell its patents 
and accept MITI's administrative guidance 
on how many computers it could market in 
Japan. How many Japanese products would 
be sold in the U.S. today if this country had 
imposed similar demands on the Japanese? 

Some U.S. economists are describing the 
result of the Japanese policy as the "home 
market effect." They mean that protection­
ism in the home market tends to create an 
export capability at low marginal cost. 

"Home market protection by one country 
sharply raises its firms' market share 
abroad," says MIT's Paul Krugman, report­
ing the results of computer simulations of 
international competition in high technolo­
gy. "Perhaps even more surprising, this 
export success is not purchased at the ex­
pense of domestic consumers. Home market 
protection lowers the price at home while 
raising it abroad." 

Brazil surely has similar intentions. IBM 
and other U.S. computer companies are 
transferring technology to Brazil as never 
before. 

The Brazilians may have grasped a reality 
that the U.S. has been unable politically to 
address: that while there is no way to check 
the fast dissemination of technology today, 
the real prize in the world economy is a 
large and viable national market-a market 
big enough to support economies of scale 
and economies of specialization. In short, 
while a country can no longer protect its 
technology effectively, it can still put a 
price on access to its market. As owner of 
the world's largest and most versatile 
market, the U.S. has unused power. 

Taiwan, Korea, Hong Kong and Singa­
pore, lacking large internal markets, could 
develop only because they had easy and 
cheap access to the rich U.S. market. 

Why doesn't the U.S. reciprocate? The 
Reagan Administration has threatened to 
restrict imports of Brazilian exports to the 
U.S. by Dec. 31 if Brazil doesn't 1> protect 
software with new copyright legislation, 2) 
allow more joint ventures with foreign 
firms, and 3> publish explicit rules curtail­
ing SEI's arbitrary behavior. 

But the Brazilians are hardly trembling in 
their boots. Brazilian officials hint that if 
Brazilian exports to the U.S. are curbed, 
Brazil won't be able to earn enough dollars 
to service its crushing external debt. Diplo­
mats of both countries want to avoid a 
showdown, so they keep talking. And while 
they talk, the Brazilians do what they 
please. 

U.S. Customs has responded to manufac­
turers' complaints by stopping pirated prod­
ucts at the border. But the Taiwanese now 
have such cost advantages that they can 
easily afford to license technology that they 
have already copied. The Koreans are more 
scrupulous, but pirated technology not reex­
ported to the U.S. is very hard to control. 

More than three years ago Edson de 
Castro, president of Data General, told a 
Commerce Department panel that foreign 
nations' computer policies "threaten the 

structure and future of the U.S. computer 
industry." De Castro explained why: "U.S. 
computer companies are reliant on interna­
tional business and derive a substantial por­
tion of revenues from exports. Because of 
the rapid pace of technological develop­
ment, the industry is capital intensive. 
Growth and development rely heavily on an 
expanding revenue base. This can only come 
from full participation in established and 
developing global markets. Reliance upon 
domestic markets is not enough." 

Yet after resisting the Brazilian govern­
ment's demands for a decade, de Castro's 
Data General is selling technology for its 
Eclipse supermini to Cobra, the ailing gov­
ernment computer company. Other U.S. 
computer manufacturers are following suit. 

Hewlett-Packard, in Brazil since 1967 with 
a wholly owned subsidiary to import and 
service the company's products, has just 
shifted its business into partnership with 
Iochpe, a Brazilian industrial and finance 
group. A new firm, Tesis, 100% Brazilian­
owned, will make HP calculators and mini­
computers under its own brand name. 

"Only a few years ago HP refused to enter 
joint ventures, but now we have ones going 
in Mexico, China, Brazil and Korea," says a 
company executive. "In the past we felt 
since we owned the technology, why share 
the profits? Then we found we couldn't get 
into those foreign markets any other way." 

Harvard Professor Emeritus Raymond 
Vernon, a veteran analyst of international 
business, says of world technology markets: 
"Except for highly monopolistic situations, 
the buyer has a big advantage over the 
seller. Countries like Brazil and India can 
control the flow of technology across their 
borders and then systematically gain by 
buying technology cheaply." 

Vernon draws an ominous parallel: "A cen­
tury ago the multinationals were in planta­
tion agriculture and electric power. Now 
they're all gone because their technology 
and management skills were absorbed by 
local peoples. The same thing is happening 
in other fields today, including computers." 

This is why it makes little difference 
whether the dollar is cheap or dear. In this 
mighty clash between nationalism and free 
trade, nationalism seems to be winning. 
Where does this leave the U.S. dream of be­
coming high-technology supplier to the 
world? Rudely shattered. 

INFORMED CONSENT: 
MINNESOTA 

e Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
once again bring attention to the issue 
of informed consent. I have received 
hundreds of letters from women in all 
50 States expressing one common 
theme: All of them suffered medical or 
emotional trauma or both after under­
going an abortion, but were never told 
of such complications prior to the pro­
cedure. If this were the case involving 
other medical procedures, it would be 
a scandal of immense proportions. 
However, with abortion, the misinfor­
mation is allowed to continue. 

My informed consent bill, S. 272, 
would eliminate the disparity between 
abortion and other operations. It 
would simply require that medical per­
sonnel supply women with the facts 
pertinent to the abortion procedure 
and its effects prior to the operation. 

Information of this type is amply pro­
vided for other medical procedures, 
and should not be denied for any 
reason. Therefore, I urge my col­
leagues to support my informed con­
sent bill, S. 272. 

I ask that three letters from the 
State of Minnesota be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

The letters follow: 
JUNE 18, 1987. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: Thank you for 
your interest in those of us who've had 
abortions and suffered greatly from them. 
An informed consent bill would help to keep 
others from the mistake I made. 

I became pregnant when I was 20 years 
old. I was single and .my boyfriend wanted 
nothing to do with a baby. I didn't want an 
abortion so I began going to pre-natal visits 
at the doctor-he assured me my "fetus" 
was a growing mass of tissue, nothing more, 
so I decided to abort. I was 4 and a half 
months along. A few years later I saw a 
fetal development and size of my "fetus". 
My baby was fully developed but needed 
time to grow. 

I suffered tremendous guilt, shame and 
sadness for years. I struggled with a lack of 
trust relationships, fear of intimacy and 
fear of death <because I knew from the 
abortion how fragile life is). I felt like a 
murderer until I realized there is forgive­
ness from God and I could forgive myself. 

I started a support group 2 years ago for 
those of us who've suffered from a wrong, 
uninformed choice for abortion. Forty 
women have attended our Conquerors, 9 
step group. With the exception of 2 women, 
everyone has felt they were used by the 
abortionist system, they felt preyed-upon by 
someone using their crisis <pregnancy) for 
their gain <money). 

Had I any idea what my baby's develop­
ment was, I never would have had an abor­
tion. I can say that with all certainty. 

Thank you for the work you're doing. 
Sincerely, 

JANNA N. POAGE. 
PLYMOUTH, MN. 

FEBRUARY 13, 1987. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I had an abor­

tion 7 years ago. I was a junior in college 
pursuing a career. My boyfriend and I felt 
an abortion was the most "rational" thing 
to do at that time. 

I went through the University Health 
Clinic and was referred to an abortion clinic 
out of state. The people were all very help­
ful to provide information on cost, proce­
dure, directions to the clinic . . . yet no one 
gave us any information on fetal develop­
ment, the risks to consider with abortion, 
nor the other options available to me. 

I must of come across as a "together" 
young woman but inside I was very scared 
and confused. I believe now that if one 
person would have told me of the develop­
ment of the baby inside me or suggested 
other options, that child would be 7 years 
old today. 

I was raised in a Christian home where 
strong moral values were taught and deep 
down I knew abortion was contrary to those 
values. Yet I suppressed those thoughts and 
made a quick, uninformed and unchange­
able decision. I deceived myself! 

I now am married and have a beautiful 
4l month old daughter. After the experi­
ence of her developing within me, birthing 
from me and now developing among us I 
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find my grief over my first child much more 
intense. Fortunately I believe in a loving 
and forgiving God and this has facilitated 
my healing. 

I would strongly encourage and support 
an informed consent bill. Women need to 
know, before they make an irreversible deci­
sion, all the facts. 

Your stand on this issue is greatly appre­
ciated and I trust you will continue to sup­
port legislation that values human life. 

Sincerely, 
SUSAN SPIEGLE. 

MAPLEs,MN. 

MARcH 2, 1987. 
Hon. GoRDON J. HUMPHREY: In February 

of 1973, at the age of 19, I had an abortion. I 
had absolutely no idea what was going on. 
My parents brought me to this clinic in 
Minneapolis, 140 miles from my home. I had 
a brief exam and then was told I was 3 
months pregnant. The woman doctor told 
my parents and I that if I wanted the preg­
nancy terminated it would cost less money if 
I quick had the abortion that night at 8:30 
p.m. Otherwise, it would cost more tomor­
row <that next day> because I would have to 
be admitted to a hospital. 

My parents were not happy with my preg­
nancy. My original feelings were that I 
wanted to have the baby but the pressure 
put on me that afternoon by the doctor and 
my parents was too much. So, that evening 
we came back to the dark clinic and the 
abortion was performed. I was scared and 
was crying but the doctor sternly scolded 
me. I was shocked when the actual proce­
dure got underway-only then did I realize 
that they were sucking a baby out of me! 

For 3 months I suffered severe depression. 
I didn't want to see anyone or go any place. 
It took over 10 years for a healing to take 
place in my mind and body. My next few 
pregnancies (after marriage) ended in mis­
carriages. But now, the Lord had blessed my 
husband and I with 2 children. Yes, there is 
a definite need for women to understand 
what abortion is. 

Unsigned. 
MONTEVIDEO, MN.e 

HUDA BINGHAM JONES 
e Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today, to pay tribute to a constitu­
ent of mine from Beattyville, KY, Mrs. 
Huda Bingham Jones. The National 
Federation of Republican Women 
[NFRWl, the largest women's political 
organization in the country, over­
whelmingly reelected Mrs. Jones as its 
first vice president at its convention in 
Orlando, FL. At that convention, held 
September 18-20, Mrs. Jones received 
the support of federation members 
representing clubs in 50 States, the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, 
Guam, and the Virgin Islands. 

Her duties in this role will include 
starting new clubs in several States, 
and representing NFRW at functions 
when the president cannot attend. 

Mrs. Jones has been involved with 
this organization since 1973 and has 
held many of its offices including 
member at large on the executive 
board, secretary, second vice president, 
and regional director. 

Through an NFRW function known 
as the Comprehensive Advocacy Pro-

gram, women throughout the country, 
both Democrat and Republican, are 
educated on political issues and en­
couraged to contact their elected rep­
resentatives with their opinions. This 
promotion of nonpartisan awareness is 
indicative of the NFRW's commitment 
to the ideals of democracy upon which 
this Republic is based. I applaud their 
efforts to provide an educational serv­
ice that leads to a more informed elec­
torate. 

Yet, Mrs. Jones' political service has 
not been limited to her participation 
in the NFRW. In my home State, she 
has held many offices with the Lee 
County Republican Women's Club as 
well as the Kentucky Federation of 
Republican Women. 

Maintaining such an exhaustive po­
litical background is time consuming, 
but Mrs. Jones has found time for in­
volvement in extensive civic functions 
as well. She is a member of the Beat­
tyville Homemakers Club, the 4-H 
Club, Order of the Eastern Star, the 
Beattyville Women's Club, the Feder­
ated Women's Clubs of Kentucky, and 
the Daughters of the American Revo­
lution. 

I am pleased to take this opportuni­
ty, Mr. President, to salute Huda 
Jones and her commitment to commu­
nity involvement and betterment. The 
Commonwealth of Kentucky is fortu­
nate to have the benefit of her experi­
ence.• 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while the 

distinguished Republican leader is on 
the floor I would like to see if we could 
get two or three consent requests or­
dered. 

SESSIONS NOMINATION 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as in ex­

ecutive session, I ask unanimous con­
sent that at such time but not prior to 
8 o'clock p.m. tomorrow, Thursday, 
September 24, as the majority leader 
after consultation with the minority 
leader asks the Chair to lay before the 
Senate the nomination of William S. 
Sessions to be Director of the FBI in 
executive session, there be not to 
exceed 10 minutes of debate equally 
divided between the majority and mi­
nority leader or their designees and 
that at the conclusion of the 10 min­
utes or the yielding back thereof a 
vote occur immediately without any 
intervening action or quorum call to 
vote on the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MOTIONS WITH RESPECT TO SESSIONS 
NOMINATION 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that no other mo­
tions be in order with respect to the 
nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

TIME LIMITATION 
AGREEMENT-H.R. 2907 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at such time 
as the Treasury, Postal Department, 
and general Government appropria­
tions bill, H.R. 2907, is called up, that 
debate thereon be limited to 1 hour on 
the bill, to be equally divided in ac­
cordance with the usual form, that no 
amendments be in order other than 
the committee reported amendments, 
and that no motion to recommit be in 
order either with or without instruc­
tions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I guess 
the only indication I have on this side 
is it is after consultation with the Re­
publican leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DOLE. In the event someone 

wants to talk to the majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Yes, I make that re­

quest. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 

the floor. 

THE DEATH OF H.R. GROSS 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

take this opportunity, even though it 
is late in the day, to bring to this 
body's attention the death last night 
of former Congressman H.R. Gross, 
who served in Congress from 1948 to 
197 4 from the Third District of the 
State of Iowa. 

I think last night we on Capitol Hill 
lost a friend and a colleague. The pass­
ing of H.R. Gross marks the close of a 
life dedicated to public service. 

His commitment and tenacity as a 
Congressman earned him a legendary 
reputation, one that stayed with him 
throughout his 26 years in the House 
of Representatives, and exists to this 
day. 

Iowans will not soon forget H.R., nor 
will I. 

Having grown up in the Third Dis­
trict of Iowa and succeeding H.R. in 
the House, this great Congressman 
has been and always will be an inspira­
tion and a model to me as I now seek 
to serve the people of the entire State 
of Iowa in the U.S. Senate. 

H.R. Gross was totally and thor­
oughly incorruptible. He was, in short, 
one of the finest people I have ever 
known. He was a newscaster at WHO 
Radio in Des Moines at the very same 
time President Reagan was a sports­
caster there during the 1930's. H.R. 
Gross also ran unsuccessfully for Gov­
ernor of Iowa in the 1930's. But it was 
back in 1948, as a newscaster for 
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KXEL Radio in Waterloo, IA, that a 
young H.R. Gross decided to make a 
bid for the House of Representatives. 

He was seen as something of a rene­
gade, as he chose to take on a popular 
Republican incumbent. But H.R. 
Gross pulled it off. 

In the first few years that he served, 
H.R. became a vocal opponent to cor­
ruption in the Truman administration. 
Again, he was seen as something of a 
renegade, gaining a reputation as a 
traditional Republican opponent of a 
Democratic administration. 

But when Eisenhower became Presi­
dent in 1952, H.R. didn't skip a beat. 
He was leading again the charge in the 
House of Representatives against cor­
ruption and mismanagement in Gov­
ernment, even though this was now a 
Republican administration. 

Gradually, the term "renegade" was 
dropped. Instead H.R. Gross became 
known as the "Conscience of the 
House." 

H.R. may have stepped on the toes 
of a good many colleagues to gain that 
reputation, but eventually a vast ma­
jority of legislators came to respect 
and admire him. 

When H.R. Gross said he would go 
along with something, he would. He 
was a man of his word. And when H.R. 
let it be know he could not support 
something, he did not. There was no 
way to coax H.R. to do anything that 
did not set well with his conscience. 

So what, some may ask, was the 
effect of such a man in Washington? 
In my judgment, and I think in the 
judgment of people who knew him 
well and studied the Washington polit­
ical processes, the answer to that ques­
tion is, in a word: considerable. 

I would venture to say that no other 
individual in congressional history has 
had a greater impact on the House of 
Representatives, without being in a 
leadership position or chairman of a 
major committee. And it was from this 
vantage point of being a single 
Member of the House of Representa­
tives that we can say that probably no 
person has had a greater impact on 
how that body worked and considered 
legislation, than H.R. Gross. 

Most in this process, particularly in 
the House of Representatives, get run 
over when they are trying to do the 
people's work. But not H.R. If there is 
any person that you expected to see 
on the floor of the House of Repre­
sentatives every day, it was H.R. 
Gross. In fact, H.R. routinely knew 
more about pending legislation than 
the floor managers did. 

It was generally understood that 
most managers of legislation in plan­
ning their debate always considered 
what questions H.R. Gross would ask. 
There was a general understanding 
that he not only asked those ques­
tions, but he personally, not his staff, 
knew what was in that legislation. 
This was, my colleagues, because H.R. 

Gross spent nights and weekends 
poring over bills, statements, and the 
studies supporting the legislation. 

No, there will not soon be another 
like H.R. Gross. 

If there is one quote that best sums 
up H.R.'s remarkable tenure on Cap­
itol Hill, I think it springs from Sir 
Gallahad: "His strength was as the 
strength of 10 because his heart was 
pure." 

Those on the receiving end of his 
drive to rid the Government of waste 
and mismanagement often made light 
of H.R. as the man who never met a 
vote he liked. Well, the truth is he 
never met a shady deal he liked, or 
could tolerate. 

You see, if you do not have anything 
to hide, and if you have not made any 
deals, you can be a man of courage, 
and that is what H.R. was, a man of 
courage. 

H.R. fought for the taxpayers for 26 
years, with five administrations and 
with virtually every Federal agency. 
He wanted to know where our tax dol­
lars were going, and once there, how 
they were going to be spent. 
If he did not get that information, 

you knew where H.R. was going to 
stand. H.R. had a solid reason for 
every vote he cast. And he did not care 
if it meant standing alone-and many 
times he did stand alone-because 
H.R. knew where he stood. 

In fact, it was not uncommon, I am 
told, whenever spending bills were dis­
cussed in committee, for someone to 
comment, "Well, now what's H.R. 
gonna say about it?" 

He proved a lot, H.R. did. He proved 
that one guy, standing alone, can turn 
back tides, can made a difference, can 
lend a voice to the working man, and 
the taxpayer. 

H.R. is gone now. But his memory 
lives on: In the mind of this Senator, 
in the thoughts of Iowans, and in the 
annals of congressional history. 

God bless you, H.R. Gross. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want 

to thank my colleague from Iowa for 
his very pointed remarks of the pass­
ing of a great Iowan, a truly remarka­
ble man, H.R. Gross. I want to associ­
ate myself with his remarks. 

I first met H.R. Gross back 25 years 
ago in 1962 when I came here as an 
intern in the other body. While I 
might have at times disagreed with 
Congressman Gross' votes or maybe 
the way he stood on issues, I can say 
this: H.R. Gross' demeanor and his ap­
proach were always that of a gentle­
man. He never got mad. He never got 
even. He stuck to his ground, and he 
stuck to his principles, which were 
always high. I had a lot of respect for 
H.R. Gross, and I know a lot of us on 
the Democratic side shared that kind 
of respect for H.R. 

I knew his brother and other family 
members. I had a good association 
with them over the years. 

H.R. Gross really did embody some 
of the the best principles of what it 
means to be a true representative of 
the people. As my esteemed colleague 
said, we all knew how many times he 
spent hours poring over the record, 
poring over the bills, examining every 
little detail to make sure that things 
were not slipping through that per­
haps other people should have known 
about. 

So I join my colleague in mourning 
the passing of a truly remarkable 
human being and a person that I 
think over his years of public service 
brought honor and esteem not only to 
our profession of being public serv­
ants, but he brought a lot of honor 
and esteem to our State of Iowa. His 
passing will be mourned. 

As my colleague, Senator GRASSLEY, 
said, it is going to be a long time 
before ever we see the likes of H.R. 
Gross again grace the Halls of this 
Chamber or the House of Representa­
tives. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank my col­
league for his kind remarks. I think 
that they emphasize a key point. It 
was probably one of H.R. Gross' 
strengths that he had as much sup­
port from the Democratic side of the 
aisle as he did from the Republican 
side of the aisle. People knew him to 
be an intellectually honest person who 
knew his subject matter thoroughly. 
And that was H.R.'s strength. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would 
just add one comment, having served 
with H.R. Gross for 8 years. He was a 
delightful man; very sharp. Every year 
he introduced H.R. 144-gross. He was 
a fascinating person to watch in 
action. He had respect, as has been in­
dicated by both Iowa Senators. 

He knew everything about the legis­
lation. He knew everything about the 
House rules. And he used the rules­
he did not abuse the rules-he used 
the rules to make a point and the 
point was generally fiscal responsibil­
ity. 

I certainly associate myself with the 
remarks of both of my distinguished 
colleagues. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I, too, 
served with H.R. Gross. He was a very 
tough but fair individual; bright; sat 
on the floor all the time. He covered 
that floor. He knew what was in every 
bill. He knew the House rules and he 
was absolutely fearless. And he stood 
up for what he believed. 

And, as the Republican leader has 
said, fiscal responsibility ran through 
his speeches and his actions like a 
never-ending thread. 

I have always felt that it is in the in­
terest of this country to have an H.R. 
Gross. I join with others in expressing 
our sorrow and our regrets at the same 
time we express our affection and ad­
miration for a great American. 
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-

MENT-HOUSE JOINT RESOLU­
TION 362 
Mr. BYRD_. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at such time 
as the Senate considers the continuing 
resolution <H.J. Res. 362), it be consid­
ered under the following time limita­
tion: that there be 1 hour on the joint 
resolution to be equally divided be­
tween the chairman of the Appropria­
tions Committee and the ranking 
member, or their designees, and an ad­
ditional 10 minutes under the control 
of Mr. LEAHY; that no amendments be 
in order to the joint resolution; that 
no motions to commit the joint resolu­
tion be in order; and that the majority 
leader may call this joint resolution up 
after consultation with the Republi­
can leader and, of course, after consul­
tation with the managers on both 
sides. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re­
serving the right to object and I will 
not object, I came to the floor when I 
knew this was coming up because I 
was not sure that in light of the vote 
today adopting the new Gramm­
Rudman-Hollings fix with its timeta­
ble, which has a final sequester date of 
November 20, and knowing that there 
is at least some intention that we 
know where the final appropriations 
process is at the earliest possible time 
because part of the final determina­
tion as to where we are on that date 
depends on that, that perhaps since 
this bill had cleared the House days 
before the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
fix, maybe the time was too long. But 
I have, since that concern, talked with 
the leadership on our side, the leader­
ship of the Appropriations Committee, 
and it is their considered opinion that 
by having this continuing resolution in 
effect for that long it is beneficial to 
the process of working the regular ap­
propriations bills rather than harmful, 
for the longer that you have you may 
get more of those accomplished. 

I am not quite certain of that and 
how all this is going to pay off, but 
since I was going to object on that 
basis I surely will not object because 
the leadership of the committee 
thinks it might be better to have it as 
the House sent it, which, incidentally, 
gives only a 10-day window between its 
expiration and the time we would have 
something in place to avoid a seques­
ter, which will clearly be there as a 
result of what we did. 

So I will not object, but I wanted ev­
eryone to understand what I had done 
and what my concerns were. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the unanimous-con­
sent request? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT-H.R. 2907 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, also while 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico is on the floor and the Repub­
lican leader is on the floor, I ask unan­
imous consent that in respect to the 
Treasury, Postal Department, General 
Government appropriations bill the 
majority leader, after consultation 
with the minority leader and the rank­
ing manager and the manager, may 
call up that bill at any time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right 
to object again, I happen to be the 
ranking member of that committee, 
and I do want to state for the record, I 
say to the majority leader, that to the 
best of our ability, and after talking to 
the Senate Republican staff, we have 
cleared this with anybody who might 
have an objection, and no one had an 
objection. 

I only state this because clearly it is 
the first full year appropriations bill 
that we will be considering. Again, this 
is in light of just having passed the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings fix. This bill 
will fit within the crosswalks as allo­
cated by the budget resolution. 

In spite of that, no one seems to 
want to object to it. I helped produce 
it. Obviously, if there is no one that 
wants to object, we can consider it as 
is, and that is what we will do. 

You might wonder how we are going 
to have a full appropriations bill 
through without any assessment of 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings necessi­
ties or requirements. I want you to 
know that I just did not do this. We 
asked everyone around who might 
have some concern, and they are fully 
aware that this funds that function 
right up to the level of the budget res­
olution. It has no savings in it as com­
pared with savings that might be re­
quired on the domestic side by the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings fix. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the unanimous-con­
sent request? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the Republican leader and I thank the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. President, does any Senator 
have any further business? 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a 
period for morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi­
ness be closed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 8:20 A.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
Senat~ completes its business today, it 
stand m recess until the hour of 8:20 
a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 
WEICKER AMENDMENT TO BE TEMPORARILY SET 

ASIDE ' 

Mr.. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that it be in order 
to set aside the pending amendment 
by Mr. WEICKER temporarily tomorrow 
morning so that an amendment by 
Senator McCAIN may be accommodat­
ed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ROLLCALL VOTES TO BEGIN AT 6 P.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I expect a 
series of rollcall votes tomorrow 
evening beginning at the hour of 6 
p.m. I would expect to go late. 

I hope that we could get unanimous 
consent that after the first rollcall 
vote tomorrow evening, the succeeding 
rollcall votes could be limited to 10 
minutes each, with the understanding 
that a call for the regular order would 
be made at the end of 10 minutes if 
the request by the majority leader is 
granted. It may not make friends for 
me, but if we are going to have the 
first rollcall vote, everybody is on 
notice; they are here. It is late in the 
day, and if we have to take 20 and 25 
minutes on each rollcall vote tomor­
row evening, we will rapidly use up the 
time that we may have saved other­
wise. 

So if the distinguished Republican 
leader would have no objection and we 
let our Senators have the understand­
ing that rollcall votes would not last 
after the first one, beyond 10 minutes: 
and a call for the regular order would 
enforce that, I will make it either this 
evening or in the morning, whichever. 
I make that request at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there an objection? Without objection 
it is so ordered. ' 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Republican leader. I know I have 
delayed him from going to the White 
House, I believe. 

RECESS UNTIL 8:20 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if there 
be no further business to come before 
the Senate, I move, in accordance with 
the order previously entered, that the 
Senate stand in recess until 8:20 to­
morrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to and, at 
6:38 p.m., the Senate recessed until 
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Thursday, September 24, 1987, at 8:20 
a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate September 23, 1987: 

THE JUDICIARY 

STUART A. SUMMIT, OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.S. CIR­
CUIT JUDGE FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT VICE IRVING 
R. KAUFMAN, RETIRED. 

LAURENCE J. WHALEN, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE A 
JUDGE OF THE U.S. TAX COURT FOR A TERM EXPIR­
ING 15 YEARS AFTER HE TAKES OFFICE, VICE WIL­
LIAM A. GOFFE, TERM EXPIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

FRANK H. CONWAY, OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT 
COMMISSION OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE TERM 
EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 30, 1990, REAPPOINTMENT. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 

DEBORAH GORE DEAN, OF MARYLAND, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE­
VELOPMENT, VICE ALFRED CLINTON MORAN, RE· 
SIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

CYNTHIA JEANNE GRASSBY BAKER, OF COLORADO, 
TO BE SUPERINTENDENT OF THE MINT OF THE 
UNITED STATES AT DENVER, VICE NORA WALSH 
HUSSEY. RESIGNED. 
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